DOCOHEBT  BESOBE 


BD  154  771 

'TITLE  ■ 

IBSTITOIIOB  * 

SPOHS  AG ESC  I 

POB  DATE- 

COHTBiCT 

HOTZ-, 

HDBS  PBICE  * 
DEgCEI^TOSS 


IDEH^IPIEES 


HE  010  115 


Student  -^iQancial  Aid:  Instituticnai  Packaging  §ftid 
Pa«ily  Expenditure  Patterns.  Baticnal  Longitudi^nal 
S.taiiy  of  the  Bigh  School  class  of  1972.      y  ^ 
College  Entrance  SzaiiQation  Board,  Washington,'' 
D.C. 

Hational  Center  for  Education  Statistics  (DHEB) , 
Rasbington,  D.C. 

Apx  n  - 

HCES-DBEi-75-22 
555p.  ■         '  , 

BF-$1.00  HC-$30.13  Plus  Postage. 

♦College  Bound  Students;   ♦College  Choice.;  *Pa»ily 

Resources;  Federal  Aid ;  Federal  Gov er men t ; 

GQvernient  Role;  Low  Inco«e  Groups;  Hinority  Grcmps*; 

♦Parental  Financial  Contr ihution;  ♦Parent  Influence; 

Parent  Role;  ♦Student  Finapdial  Aid 

♦  Hational  Longitudinal  *Sttidy  Biglh  Scbocl  Class 

1972 


ABSTRACT  ,  - 

The  study  was  undertaJcen  to  use  data  fro*  .the 

•Hational  Longitudinal  study,*  in  combination  with  ether  data 
resoui;c^es,  tj^^*  iaprove  ttfe  understanding  of  the'  effects  of  student 
f inanci^'^-'C^d  in  institutional  and  faaiiy  decisiociaking..   Thr^e-  , 
ptinciple  questions  are  addresse.d:    (1)  Do  lov  inccae  and  linority 
students  receive  larger -ai^  packages,  and  in  what  amounts  and  kind?; 
(2)  How' do  institutions  package  financial  aid  offers  tc,stud€nts,  and 
what  part'  does  the  net  'price  pf  eudcational  costs  play?;  aqd   (3)  ihat 

.is  the  effect  of  financial  aid  on  actual  parental  cont#ibuticift ?  The 
empirical  results  suggest  the  nature  and  extent  of-  student  aid 
effects  on  several  presaaed  national  goals. ^Extensive  data  tables  are 
included,^  JAuthor/aSE) 
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\'  '  The -work  presented  ♦herein  was  performed  ptirsuani  to  \ 
Contract  No-  HE^, 75*20  from  t/He  Jlational  Center  for  SducstJon 
Statistics,  Oepartm^r  o€  Health;  Esiucatioh  and  Welfare.    '  ^ 

-However,  the  opinions  express^  herein  do  not  n^cessafily 
reflect  the  position  or  policy  of  the  Department  of  Health, 

'EducaCtion  and  W^lfar>g  and  no  off Icial^ endorsefaent  by  the'  . 
Department  of  He^^lth*  Educatipn  and  Welfare  Should  be  . 
Inferred. '.Moreover ,  the  work  presented  herein^does  not    , • 
necessarily  /4fiept  ^  policy  or  position  of  the  College 
Entrance\«^nri nation  Board.  *v  ' 
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"^  'student  FINANCjAL  AID  AKD  PUBLIC  POtlCY 


In  1972,  the,  Cbi|gress  ass'igned.  a  high  pniarity  to  studeiU  assistance 
a$  the  principal  thrust  of  Tederal  support  for  po3ts^condary> education. 
Yet,, while  observers     of  higher  education  finance  cajn  d^scrite  which^in- 
stituttons  receive  resources  f  rocn  niost -^^ederal  student  aid  programs,.  ^ 
'public  decisioD^kers  lack  information  on  which*  students  wi  1 1*  ^e>celve  * 
support  or  feow  the  resources  Jnfluende  institutional  aid  pr^Jc^ices,,  student 
recruitment  practices,  ardmi'ss ion  •policies,  and  resource  allocationrs. 
Further,  poli-cy  researchers  and  pol  Icy  leakers  la^ck  suf f  icienCVund^f^tanding 
about  ho^  student  aid  affects  family  Investment  behavloi —  in  particular,, 
the  willingness  and  ability  of  parents  to  contribute  toward  the  educational 
expenses  of  their  children.      *  *      -  ,  - 

The  purpose,  of  th'is  study  is  to  utilize  data  from  the  National  Longi- 

•  *  • 

tudinal  -Study,  in  unique  combination  with  other  data  resourced,  to  improve 
the  understanding  of*  the  effects >of  student  ajd  in  institutional,  and 
family  decision  making.  .      .  .  , 

■  '  ■  ■      ■       •  ^  ■ 

This  research  is  important  in  several  respects.  It  will  provide 
policy     makers  with  a  measure  of  the  eictent  to  which  financial  aid  is 
'meeting*  program  objectives.  However,  t^here  are  four  relatively  fecent  de- y 
velopments  which*'make  this. study       the  impact  of  financial  aid  even  morfi; 
importan^t.    .  '  *  "  ' 

^irst,, while  the  achievement  of  equal  educational  opportunity  has 
been  an  avowed  goal  since  the  War  gn  Poverty ,  experience  continues'  to ^show 


*  4 


that  .Iw  incorne  and  minority  enrollment  rates  remain  a^ much  a 5  twor 

*  *'  '  /  ^        *  *       '  ^ ' 

thirds  lower  than  the -enrol  l^neht  rates  for  mfd^le  income  and  white  students, 
f  r  .     '      '  •  .... 

Often  the  opportunities  in  poStsecondary  educatl^^for  minbrj'ties  are 

limljted^as  much  by -financial  constraints  a^  by  soclal'b^rrie^.  .The 

enrollcoent  rate  diffe;^rentlal  mi^ht  -be  expected 'to  narrow  if  financial^ 

aid  resources  can  be  shifted  toward -programs  and  allocation  mechanisms 

which  ^eem  to  target  funds  on  students  from  disadvantaged  fam  1  ies*  <,Oui^  , 
.  »         '  •  * 

study^of- institutional  financial  ai<J  d^ilsior  making  and  family  responses 

to  financial  aid^will  suggest  which  type%  of  ai,d'and  distribution  mechanisms 

can  best  meet  this  objective.       '  .         y  " 

Secopd,  with  th^  exception    of 'the  1975-76  academic- y^ar,  tha  rate 

"**  *  * 

.of  irfcr6as€?  in  enrol  Iments    has  been  falling,  Sliice  1969,  fhe  rate  of 
increase  fn  tKe  si^  of  the  coIlege-el  igi fcjl^  pool  has  grown  more  slowly. 
At  the -same  time,  a  decreasing  share  of  families  with  college-age  off- 


spring a^e  s/ending  members  to  college  full-tirrJe.  *  I f  higher  education 
is  to  reverse  the  trend  of  decMhin^  ecrrallment  rates,  it  will  be 
nece'^sary  to  allocate  funds  for  programs  which  are  most  Hkely  to  induce 
'enrollments.  Our  study  should  provide  an  understanding  of  how  postseiondary 
institutions  package  financial  >aid,  thereby  affectmg  the  net  prices  faced 
by  different  types  of  st^udents.  This' information  can  legd  ta  poflcy 
recommendations  for  student  aid  programs  that  would  .alter  the-net  prices 
to'  1the  types  of  students  whose  enrollment  decisions  are  most  affected  by 
net  cost^  of  attendance.    ^     *  *  ,  , 


Thlrd,"slnce  the  pubMc^tion  of  Che  It  4' The  New  Depress!  oil  in  Higher 
Edtication  fn  T^71,  o<^er  forty  private  cojleges  have  closed  their  doors  or 
become  merged  with  other  postsecondary  institutions,  citing  fmmense- 

.  10 


^         -  1-3  •  . 

-  V  .  •     ■        \        -  '  • 

'financial,  distress.  The  n»re  recent  <nergy  crisis  has  put  so  much  Wditlonal 

pressure  on  all  Instftutiona'l  budgets  that  many  observers  are  .concern^ 

•  *       •  '  '  '      '      •  ^  *^ 

about , the  prospects  for  sustaining  the  independence  and  vl tal Ify  of  per- 

'haps  our  larg@ift  Investment  Industry  (prpducing,  along  with  stu^nts, 

h  '  ^       '  '  •         '  • 

human,capital) .    To  the  extent  that  maintaining  a  strong*  diverse 

•  *p 

' '  <  '    •        , .  :  .  '  ' 

postsecondary  education  sector  is  an  accepted  national  goal,  the  -  • 

related  effects  of  avallaWe  student  aid  funds  and  budgetary  llraita^ionsv 

'  *'  "     •     .  *   '  ^*  '     t     ^  •  ^ 

on  institutional"  aid  practices  need  to  be  studied.  If  external  stuoent 

*  *  *  * 

aid  funds  can  rei'ieve  the  pressure  oo  -institutional  budget,s,  the  diversity 
and*  financial  health  of  the  postsecondary  e/ducatlon  s^tor  can.be    main-  , 
talned  ?^ithout  neglecting  tKe  companion  goal  of  equal  educational  oppor- 
•tunlty  for  all, ,         *  •        '  }  *  - 

Fourth,  In  the  context  of  recent-  r'eports  on  the  "Inflation**  in  col  fege 


grading  and  the  decline  4n  averaige  SAT  and  Utl  stores,  sbm^  observers        ,    *  • 

are  recomp>end i nq-  a  "renewed  national  emphasis  on  meri t-basedj-^o-need  scholar- 

, '  '         •  *       {    .  .  " 

ships*    A  bill  introduced  by  former  Congressman  J^es  O-'ltara  to  revise 

the  Title  IV  student  ^l^d  programs,  suggests  such  a  use  for  student  aid  funfds. 

The  b£ll  proposed  the  establishment  of  a  newsmerit  scholarship  program  that' would  fund 

nearly  all  the  costs  of  attendance  of  able,  needy  students.  Our  s^udy 

<         ,  .  '  '  •  A  *  - 

can  re\^ea  1  .the- extent  &.which'1neasured  student  abli,tles  influence  the  amount 

and  type  of  aid  offered  by*  postsecondary  Institutions.  Appropriate  modi-  • 

'fucatloDS  in' existing  student  aid  progranis  to  pr^^m^e  i^e  ennotlment  of  able*  . 

h^gh  school  graduates  cpuljl       developed.-  '        ,  '^  ^ 

All  four  developments  sef^to  emphasize  the*  chef  lenge  and/  importance^ 

of  Student  financial  aid  in  promdt.ing  enrollment  sfab4Jlty  and*  rn  encour- 


aging  dlsajJvsntaged'^apji  talented  stXidents  to  participate  In  *postse9on- 
•  ,  ,  dary  education.  JThis  study  analy^gj    *  N:he  Institutional  allocation  of 


styd^nt  ai<ioand  the  faAilly  expenditure  response  ^ou^hl-s  aid  as*a  means  of 

Indicating  tjie  extent  to  which  these  challenges  can  be  met.  The  modeling 

Qf.,  instl^tutional  and  farrtily  behaviors  and  the  subsequent  empir^ical  analyse'S 

-developed  from  th^  models  will  permit  at  least  partial. answers  to  a  number. 
.     .  "  /      *    '  ,  -  •  .  ^ 

of  specific  pol  i^cy-related  questions  qoncerning  the  impact  of  student^"  • 

fin'ancial  aid.*.'  * 

*  Fi^stf -do  low  Incocne^and  minority  students,  f^'eceive  larger  aid  pack- 

ages,'  and  Tn  what  amounts  and  kind?  Does  the  package  differ  by  type  of  ' 

institution?  Earlier  eVid^ce'  is'  Inconclusive  o\  these  points.  ¥rcm  a  survey 

*  of  schools  in'  l969-'70,  the  CSS  Panel  on  Stqdent  Ffnancfal  Need  Analysis  ^ 

(the  ta^-tter  Panel )^  found  that  higher  income  families  (who  were  more 

likely  to  attend  higher  cost  schoo.ls)  received  al<l  packages,  as,  large  as 

*^ow  income  families  fCol  lege^  Entrance  Examinat  ion  Bi>ard  [1970) -^Not, 

surprisingly,  average, awards  wer^  332p 'larger  at  private  colleges.  Un** 

fortunately,  this  study  (and  most  oth^ers)  did  not  collect  the  entire 

•  * 

financial  aid  jjackage  of  the  student.  -Further,  information  on  aid  offers, 
as  distinguished  from  actual  awafcfs,  has  been  lacking  in  most  studies  of  , 
financial  aid/(the  CSS  Panel 'is  an  ^except  ion) .  The  data,  col  lected  by  the 
CSS' panel  and  pther  data,  from  a  more  recent  survey  of  1972-^73  ffeshmen 
financial  $id  applicants  (Jones  [1975])  revealed^  that  high  ability 
students  received  larger  aid  packages  than  their  lowabilfty  peers!  These 
fincf>ngs  shouK^be  examijied  agaia  and  the  analyses  extended  with  the  broader 
NattAnal  Longrtu^lnal  Study.         '  ^      -  * 

Second,  hoy  do  institutions  package*i^inancigl  aid  offers  to  studeets? 
There  appear^  -to  be  evidence  that  studef>ts  do  respond  to  net  price  (that 
is,  cost6  of  attendance- minus  financial  aid)  when  making  their  decisions 


r 

4»-  1  * 


ts 


7 


•'j[see'Mni6r  [1971]?' Kohn,  Hanskl,,  and  Hundel  ^k1'>  NCFPE  tl973].  Baroes 
C  «t  .al.  1^9721;  Rarfner  and  MMIer  C1975J)..    Yet,  the  li/f)(5thesized  determrnsri 
•  Aof  the  financial  aid  offer?-  an  essential .  element  of  the  net  price  facing 
*^9j:udeiTts—  have  for  the  most  part  I'emained  untested.  A' conceptuaj  framework 
for  analyziiig  these  institutional  decisions' has  been'  fprmulated  by  Williamson 


•.£1963],.  and  applied  to  admissions  and  aid.  practices  by  Mil ler  0*975]^  Data 
have.beeh  lacking- to  empfrlcafly  teSt  t^i^s  ^^^^]  '^ro-  h 


/ 


vided  some  dat^  analysl-s  of  Ihstttutlonal  flrtSWPbl  aid  practices/ 

^Co^mnbla  UnJ^/ersf ty Bureau  of  Applied  Social  Research  reported  financial 

•a W  admtnis.tr^ tors \  methods  of  packsiging  aroun^^|^K{j/l  student  financial    ^  ' 

aid  '(Friedman  '  and  ThompS9n  [19/1];  Fci^dman,  Santiers,  a>^^^iiomt>son  |r97l3).  * 

Thes^  stpdies  .^n-      b^g^-X^f  fned  and  extended*.       ^  '     :  -  '      '  igr 

'  Finally,  what'fs  the  effect  of  financial  aid  on  actu|J  parent^%:ont/i- 

'   butlbns  for  educational  cost's?  The  extent  to  which  student  aid  SMpplemeats ^ 

or  substitutes  for- parental  contributions  provides  a*slightly  'different'  . 

measure  of  t;he  effects  and  effect iveness^ of  Federal  programs.  This  view 

Is  of  interest  bemuse  ,  it  incorporates  not  only  the  level  of  family  support, 

•  .1     -  .  .      ■  '.      .  , 

but  also  the  division  of  the  isurden  of  qbsts.  between  the  parents  and  student.  ' 
'  •     •  ... 
The-^rglng-'ridefIn\tion  of  the  independent  student  suggests  another  related     .  ^ 

'  •     •  •  •      •'  '     ' '  *V'* 

issue.    The  Federal  p'resumption  has  been  that*pf r^nts^etain  the  respons-ibi  11  ty  . 

■■'     ■  .     '      .'■  ^       •  ..    ^    '   '  ; 

for  prov,id4ng  ^pport  for  educational  expenses  beyoM  jthe-ag^  of  majority, 
\       and,  in  fact,  that  they  are  willing  and  able  to  do  so.'  .  Short  of  .resolving      '  ^ 

.  .         "  '  '  ,  •  '  *  'ii^ 

the  Issue  of  what  parents  shquid  So,  we  can  prdvi<^  an.  answer  to  the  positive 
question:    what  Is  the  current^level  of  support  provided  by  parents?  .  ♦ 

wfile  reoflgnizing  that  student  assistance  does  affect  the  ent'oll-  •' 
ment  decislorfs  of  students  and  families,  we'.,;stlll  kno*  relatively  little 


E^.'-   ,       •  ■  ....  ■  .' 


afaou^  how  financial  aid  aff^ejits  the^'anKDunt  of 'parental  resources  that  go  tj 
support  the  student.  McMafrbo  t1f3.7^^>  Wagner  [1977*1,  and  McMahon  and    ^  \ 
Wagner  Cl^ZiJ  hav^  explored  the  determfn^ts  of'famtly.  Investment  in 
postsecondai^y  education;^  Including,  some  pjrel  Iniinary  empirical  estl;j«tes 
of  the    Impact  of  different  types  of  *f  ijiancial  3id  on  family  and  parental 
outlays.-^  These  research  results  are  extended  wffh  the  NLS  data*. 
'  A.  TRe  Link^to  Student  Financial  Ald^,   .  '    *     .         ^  * 

A  niQdel  of  institutional  behavior  is  developed  In  Chapter  UK  , 
Folljbwing  an  analytical  f rameworj^u^based  on  the  economic  theory  of  the  , 
*f irm," posts^condary  Institutions  are  presumed  to  attempt  to  maximize  their 
^  owrP&^d  national  objectives,*    In  the  model,  studfent  aid  offers' apd  awards'^ 

are  used  to  attract  potential  .students  with  attributes  that  would  enhance 
•  these  objectives.  Offers"  and  awards  are  maogfeSubJect  to  financial  and 
enrollment  constra^'nts.-  '  '  » 

'The  conceptual^'  framework  for  analyzing  family  spending  behavior 
Js  out>me'c(  in  Chapfei^  71  I  of  thi*s  report.    F^amlly  outlays'on  educational 

costs  a,re  presumed  to  be  vleweid  by  the  family  as* an  investmerrt  and  are 

\  * 

hypothesized  to  depend  oh  the  attractiveness  of  the  irivestment  to  the 
♦        '  '         '  ' 

parents  and  studeiJvt*  These  attributes  include,  ampng  others,  student  ^ 
^ability  and  parental  e^ducatlonal  attainment.  Just^^aS  Infportant  are 

characteristics  which  indicate  the  capacl*ty  of  the  parents  and  student  to 
contribute  toward  educational  costs,, sqch  as  family  Income,  student  income 
•  ,and  family  slze,^  and  student^  Isalstance,  ^ 
Research  Design 

The  several  issues  related  to  the  effeii^f  student-assistance  are 

examined  tOsing  the  Nat lonal  Long! tudtnal  Study  data  base  augmented  by 

'     •  \         ^  -  '        —  * 

Institutional  data  collected  from  a^vartety  of  sources.  The^WLS.  ^amplfe 


-Is  qne  of  the  most  recent*and  detaUa^  national  probability  samples  _  ' 

'of  high  school  seniors  availa^bU.  '  the  character i.sUcs'  of  the  nLS  and    -  ' 

the  Inst  I  t-ut  tonal  data  fUes  are  described  In  greater  detail  In  Copter:!  J.  ^' 

*  T^ie  D^Jtern  of  responses*  for  key  student  and  Insti tational  variables  is^ 
*  ,   '        *  *  /  ♦ 

^/Considered  In  this  chapter  as  well.   ^      *  ^    -f     '    .      ,  f 

A  serles-of  tables  desc/ifaing  .the  distribution  cj  student  aid'across 
a  number  pf  student/famij^  and  institutional  characteristics  are?  incTy.ded 
in  Chapters  JV  and  V.   >TS)e  des.criptive  statistics  provide  a  broad  view  of.  ^ 


\ 


the  distribution  of  dJrferent  types  o'f  student  aid  to  particular' student  ' 
and  institutional  subpopulations.    Chapter  VI  contains  a  mpl ti vari'ate 
*analysis,6f  the  packaging  of  student  aid.    Using  single  equation  regression 
technique,  the  sample  is'  partitioned  bV  Ins^L^ution  type  and. control  tp 
permit  comparisons  acroi's  sectors.  •  ^ 

\  differences  in  parental  spending  reoorded  by  aided  and  nonalded  NLS  ^  ^ 
freshmen  are  described  in  Chapter  VITI.  '  The  effect  of  financ/al  aid -(and 

•different  types  of  aid)  on  parental  spending  for  educa^tional  expense^' Is" 
estimated  using  multiple  regression  jtechnlques.    The. sample  Is  partltldnSd 
by  family  income  and  institution  type  and  control,  permitting  a  comparison 
of  famljy  behaviors  amon^  different  subpopulations.    The  relative  effects  ,^ 
of  grant,  work,  and  loans  on  parental  support  can  "be  infer/ed  from  the 
results  of  a  two-step  procedure.    In  the  ftrsrstep,  the  total  financial  ^ 
award  is  included  as  ,an  9ndependeJit  variable  along  with  faml.ly  attributes  "^ 
vrftiph  affect  the  expenditure  decision.    In  the  second  step,  an  estimated 
parental  contribution  can  be  cpmpu^^ed  fVom  the  regression  ;:oeff IcifeAts. 
Deviations  from  the  ''estimate^"  contribution  are  explainfelj  as  a  function 
of  the  individual  componerfts  of  the  financial  aid  package. where  appropriate. 


One  of  the  major  products  of  this  project  Is  the  College  Boa^rd  Linked 

NlJ5*lns^ftutIon^HFMe\    Instltutl6na1  characteristics  compiled  from  HEGfS, 

;       /     ;  •  '  ^  *' 

lbffl<^of  Education^  and  American  Council  on  Education  data* files  for* 

each  inst;itution  If&ted,  by        NLS  respondents  have^been  ad^ied  to  every 

•  *  .   .       if  •    .   ^  -  i  •  ^ .        *  /  '  , 

LS  record*    This  d^ta  pemrtts  the  examination  of  Institutional  financial 
aid  practices  js  propo$ed  in  t;hi5^tudyv    In  addition, , access  to  the  CjiJiea^ 
-Board  ;ne*Kged  Institutional' fifes  enhances  the  potential  uses.  of.  the  HtS  ^ 
file  for  other  poHcy  researchers.,  ^       ^         ^     ,  .  ,  a 

Student  ^Financla^l  Aid:    Leverage  for  Publ  ic  Foil cy'        '  •  _ 

^    *  TTie  resul!ts  of  _t,hls  study  att^pt  to  explatfr  tfae,,anocatlve  effects 

V      '  c  • 

'of  financial  aid  on  Inst i tut idnal  and  family  behaviors.   We  f hidings 
he^iP  to  Illustrate  ^e  J Tml'ts  and 'the  promise  of  student  aidr-the  primary  ^ 
short-run  Federal  policy  Instrument — as  a  ^means  of  "achieving  equal  ed- 
ucational oppprtujilty  and 'maintaining  diversity*  In  postsecondary  education* 
.  From  the  da*ta  presented  In  Chapter  IV,  It  appears  that  the  distribu- 

tlon  of  student  aid  \^  197W3  was  greatly  Influenced  fay  student  '*flnancflal 

^  -         *  *     •/  ]         ^  J 

-needs'—defined  as  student  costs  of  attendance*  less  expected  family  con- 

•  /  '  ^       •  V 

trlbution.^  The  entering  full-time  freshmen  enrolled  at  an  institution  which 

*re1Ied  prifi^rl  |>t  on^  private  tuition  (predominanJt4y  private  and  proprietary) 

vere  most  f^lcely  to  receiv^-ald  {part Iculaj^ly  grants  and^lo^ris),  to  receive 

more  than  one  type  of  aid,  and  to  receive  Federal  aid.    These  same. students 

tended  to  report  larger  amounts  of  total  ^and  Federal  aid  than  their  peers 

enrol led"^n  Other  institutions^  •  .       ^    •  • 

Considering  the  resources  side  of  the  ^*f  Hiancial  .need"  equation,  low  . 

» •  # .  "  *  '     /  , 

/ — '  '  *  -*  ' 

Income^and* minoKjty  dhtering  ful 1- time  freshmen  were  most  likely  to  receive 


^Id^.ln  larger.  ame<jnts  and  with  relatively  Inore  gift  aid.    These  students  also 
were  favored -Mn  the  distribution  of  Federal  student  assistance  dollars. 

.    Institutfonal -student  aid  budgets. were  weakly  associated  with^the  allocation 
of  all  types  oi?aid,  Federal  and  non-Federal.    Although  ^he  Federal,  caj^us-Based 
-student  aid  programs  augment^  institutional  funds,  these  Federal  /un|s  apparently 
'accounted  for  a  rSJatively  small  share  of  tc/tal  sources  of  non-fam'ny^pporti 

•    y    '  >  r  •'  '.      .  . . 

available  to  l972-7a  enter! ng*  ful l-tfnie  freshmen. 

These  frndfngs  were  refnforced  with  the  mdre  rigorous  mult4variate  analysis 

)of  Chapter  VI.    Other  things  equal,  factor^  contributing  to  financfal  ne3d 

'.wer$  most  iurportant  in  accounting  for  differences  fn  aid  packages*  Lower 
J*  '  •  * 

income,  greater  student  cQSts,  or  minority  racial/ethnic  status  tended  to  be 

associated  with  larger  aid  packages  containing  re^tatively  more  grant  and 

scfialarshiR  aid  and  xnore  .Federal  aid.  ^  *  '    ,  . 

On  the  other  hartd,  student  achievement/ability  appeared  to  be  less  in- 
•  >  *  # 

fi'uential  in  the  dfstribution  of  financial  aid.    Academic  aptitude  proved  to  be 
a  nearly  insignificant  Influence  in  the  distribution'of  Fedei'al  atd,  and,  . 
particularly  EOG  awards./  Notably,  diff^enc^s  in  gift  aid  most  reflected 
variations,  in  ^tydent  abilities.  '  . 

Ftiially,  although-signif  leant,  the  \ fis ti mt\<^i -  cef^'^x^^Jc^  oLs,^^^  .  ' 

to  student  aid  exhibited  a  modest^ effect  on  the  amount  and  composition 
of/the  finaftciaKafd  package.  '  . 

"viewed  from'another  perspective,  financial  aid  apparently  inf  luenced^  tHe 
level  'and  compos rt ion  of  family  investment  in  postsecondary  education.  Da^a 
►  from* the' NLS  presented  in  Chapter  VIII,  suggest  that,  parental' contributions  were 
slightly  reduced  wYth'  the  award  of  financial  aid.    Important!^,  student 


aid  substituted  l^t  for  parental  support  among  low  iqcome, and.mi/jorlty 

*  .  .      .  ■         ■    ■ • 

families.  *  ^  * 

As_ important,  the  extent  to  which  financial  aid  substituted  for\parental 
support  differed  according  to  the  type  of  aid  within  income  groups.  Holding 
the  total  •anoOnt  of  the  aid  package  fixed,  a  rel-atively^larger  grant  and  , 
scholarship  ^|d  component  significantly  reduced  the  extent<bf .substitution  for 
parental  contributions  only. among  low  i;icD^  famli^s.    Within^higher  iflfcoroe 
groups,  student  loan  aid  substituted  le^,'  and  temrtime  earnings  substituted 
more,  for  the  parental  contribution  than  *cfid' al  T aid  taken^ together . 

Jn  sum,  these*  results  suggest  the.  leverage  of  federal  student  assistance 
in  institutional  ^nd  family  decision-making.    To  some  , extent^  it  appears  that* 


Federal  ^id  encourages  tite  distrifauttoQ  of  non-Federal  funds  to* the  types  of 
students  aided  under  Federal  prog^raigs-     In  1972-73  >  theSe  recipient  ^♦tended 

to  be  lower  income  and  jninority  students.    Among  families,  increased  lev^*ls 

'  f 

of  aid,  specifically  to  lower  income  students,  appear ^t?i  Targely  augment 
parental  support  and  to  enable  increased  family  investment  in  po^tsecondary 
education.    That  national  goals  of  equa^  educational  c^portunity,  maintaining 
diversity,  and  develop'rng  3  h^hly  trained  J  abor  force  have  not  "been  fully 
realized  in  no  way  alters  the^asicT  poiTit:    Federal  student  aid  can  influeHce 
decision-making  of  institutions  and  students* 


CHAPTER  !  I 


THE  DATA:.  ATTRIBUTES,  KONrRESPONSE,  AND  ACCURACY  OF, THE  NATIONAL 
LONGlTiJDlNAL  STUDY  (NLS)  AND  THE  INSTITUTIONAL  DATA  PILES  • 


/The  usefuhiess  and  applicability  of  the  results  of  any  research 
effort  depen<i  In  great  ineasure^pn  th^.  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  tb^ 
.  data  jsxnployed^    In  this  dfapter,  *the  student  and  instl^futfonat  data  . 
used  fn  this  study  are  descrJ-bed,  their  strengths  and  weaknesses  are 
discussed,  and  the  methods  used  to  address  several*  probleid  areas  *are 

4 

detailed*  '  '  ; 

No  survey  can  be  expected  to  jcoll.eqt  accurate  Information  from 
•  every  san^>le  member.    While  the  best  way  to  deal  with  missing  data  and;' 
reportlhg  errors  Is  to  try.  to  avoid  them,  these  problems  are  certain  to 

.    -  /  *•  .  ■ 

ooccur*    In  most  Instances,  better  survey  and*  questionnaire  design  and 
repeated  foil cv<-ups  to  obtain  the  missing  or  correct  information  would 


J  Ikel^  rasljl  t  In  fewer  cases  with  missing  data  and -rpo?^  accurate*  data.  / 
But,  these^ strategies  are  not  aval  1  able* once  the  Initial  survey  design  Is 
Implemented,  as  Is  the  case  with  the  student -reported  data  ^t^ the  NLS. 
\  The  remaining  methods  for  dealing  with  these  problems  are  restricted 

to  manipulating  the  responses  In  some  way  ^Including  the  Imputation  of 
missing  d^a  and  rewelghting^ the  sample).    The  most  elaborate^  strategies, 
of  fourse,  require  consf'der&llle  amounts  bf  staff  and,  computer  resources. 
Since- tiiese  res6urce5rweu:e  not  available  for  this  study,  our  approach  has 
been  limited  to:  *{l)  determining  the  extent  of  the  misskig  data  for  key* 
varfables:  ^2)  assessirfg  the  accuracy  of  the  information  colle^ed  (part- 

:  •     .     '   .    .  .      '     ,  -   ■••  1^  : 

Ai*^         iQulary,  flnancFal  ald  (3ata)j  and  (3)  instituting  Simple  edit  procedures 
_      —    to  Impute  some  missing. data  and"  to  cori'ect  some  errors -in  the  reported  infor- 


ERJC 


/  On  .this  point,  see  bur  recofnmendations  for  Improving  the  quality  of  the 
student-reported^data  In^the  proposed  second  HLS  cohort  (Rice,  Wagner, 

^  Chris toffel,.  and  Tenf son*  (1976)).  '  >  . 

-  -  • 

'      19-  •     .  ' 


X. 


nation* At!  three  steps  require  subjective  Judgements,  :And^  all  of  the 
problems  coujd  not  be  completely  overcome.    However,  these  procedures  were 
ifcJeroed  to  be  reasonable  Vnd  within  the  budget  constraints  of  the  project.  • 
It  is  our  belief  that,.  In  the  absence  of  other  current  data  sources,  t 

7  ■  >  / 

the  research  undertaken  in  this  study  leads  to  useful  inferences  for  Fed- 
eral  .policy  ~  even  with  the  acknowledged  non-response  and  reporting  errors 
in  the  MLS.    So. that  others  can  malce. their  own  -judgJuents,  th?  magnitude 
and  tre^tmejt  of  the  non-response  and  reporting  errors  are  detailed  in  this 
•chapter. 

/^Tiie  discussion  below,  sunnarizes  the  procedufes  fo<^d  findings  from 

the  data  evaluation  phase  of  the  study.  '  In  Section  A,  the  National  Lon^g- 

itujJInal  Study  sample  and  ^e  companion  College  Board  Linked  Institutional 

file  are  briefly  descrit^d.    The 'non- response  and  repQrtIng  errors  for  the 

key  sources  of  support  Itens  are  considered  In  Section     ,  The  methods  used 

to^edlt  and  In^ute  or  adjust  the  rep^rte^  amounts  a'r6  discussed  In  detail.  ; 

Estlmates\f  non-response  for  other  Important  variables  are  presented  In 

Sectlon^C.    Final  Vy,  a  conparlson  of  .the  weighted  ffLS  •'edited'*  sample  wlt3i 

other  estimates  of  first- year  enrollments,  and  the  calculatiojt^of  adjusted 

weights-  to  compensate  for  non-response  an^  reporting  error^s,  form  Section  0, 

.  '  •  % 

A.    A  Description  of  the  Data  Files  ^ 

•  »  •  :^  -      -  -  t 

^'       As  a  rare  combination  of  student-  and  institution-  reported  inforr. 

roation,  the  data  use'd  In  this  study  represent, a  powerful  tool  for  research 
on  the  Irap^acto-of  financial  aid. 
^    The  student- reported  data  were  collected  In  NCES*  National  Longitudinal 
Study  (Nets,  1975)  •  .Over  20.000  twelfth  grade  students  were  selec.ted  from, 
a  stratified  random  sample  of  high  schools  for  the  NLS*.    To  increase  the 
nunfcer  of  disadvantaged  sttt<icnTS*T^n  the.  sample,  secondary  schools, with 


'Wgfi  pt?iort1ons  of  •minority  students  or  iu  low  Income  areasr  were  sampled. 
Desired  to  fae 'representative  of  all  1972  ix^gh  school  seniors,  the  MLS  is 
a  natlodat'pf^Kablllty  sample  {see  Fetters  ,(197^)  far  &*npre  detailed 

./description  of.  the  sample) .         •         ,^  »  ,      <    '  . 

■      Ailnost  53'percent  of  the  students  contacted  In  1972.provided  some 

*  •  r 

tnfornation  on  the  Base-Year  questionnaire,  alth6ugh  response  rates  to 
specific  questions  varied  siibstaritial'ly  (see  Sections  B  and  C  below).  Tfi^V 
Base-Year  Instnroent  col iected  infonnatton  on .student  plans  and  aspirations 
and  fatally  economic  and  demographic  characteristics.    SAT, and  ACT"  achievement 
test  s.^res  and.  high  school  grade  averages  were. obtained  from  school  records-. 

In  October,  1973,  the  First  Follcw-Up  questionnaire  was  nailed  to  each 
;saaple  member.  '  Through  .a  series  of  malllnss  and  personal  Intejj^ews,  the- 
■  -response  rate  tr  this  follow-up  was  9\  percent^.    Again,  the  Item  nqn-rc- 
sponse  differed -within  the  questionnaire.:  Thfe'  survey  document ' col Ucted  • 
retrospective  information  from  the  respondents  dn  their" activities' since 
leaving  high  school.,  .included  In  the  ,^ol low-up -were  questions  on  attendance 
at  postsecondai^y  lnstitutlc«s,  amount4  and  kiflds  of  financial  support,  and 

costs  of  attendance. 

.Institutional  data  corc^ponding  to  the  postsecoodary  institutions 
appli^  to  or  attended  were  added  to  each  respon-dent'^.  record,  where  . 
appropriate.    Prepared  under  this  research  contract,  the  Colle^  Board/ 
United  HLS-lnstitutiona^'  data  filecconslsts  of  institution-reported  data 
cul led' from  NCES'  Higher  Education  Directory  .(nCES  ( I 97*c)) surveys, 'the 
'  -Offl"^  of  Education's  Application  to  Participate  In  Federal  Student  Aid  • 
'  Programs  (Trlpai^tite)  file  (USOE  (1972)), and  the  American  Cou^ci  1  on  Ed-  - 
ucatlon'-s  1972  Institutional  Character! stios  file      (ACE  (197'»b)).    7^  ' 
'  merge,!  file  contains 'type  and  cbntrol  codeg^  institutional  revenues,  expen- 


df tares,  and  student  aid  resources;  the  incxxne  (distribution,  racial  com- 
position^ and  slz^  of  the  e^ire  studwt  body;  and  median  tests  scores  for 
the  freshman  class.  Tenison  (1976)  provides  a  detailed  description  of  and 
spA:tfication  for  the  College  Board  Lrnl^d  HLS-lnstitutional  file. 


0 

Sources  of  Support;    Assessment  and  Adjustment  ^ 

•  _ 

Tbes^crltical  ^arlables^  In  this  study  are  the  sources  of  support  items 
(question  k7  In  the  First  Fo1lew-Up)-    The  information~col lected  from  these 
Items  has  been  criticized  on  two  counts.    First,  th6  it&n  non-response  rates 
appear  to  be.  qui  te.  large,    ^cording  to  David  Selby  (1576),  as  many  a^ 
thirty-five  percent  of  tho^eT  who  should  have  provided  sources  of  financial, 
support  information  failed  to  do  so.   'Second,  for  ^hose  vrfio  do  respond* 
the  reported  soounts  from  specific  sources  |eg^.  College  Work-Study,  Fl^L) 
may  be 'Inaccurate.    The  assessment  of  these  two  problems,  and  the  adjust- 

J  1  if 

f 

ments  made,  are  discussed  sej>arately  below,  '  ^ 

'   K    Source  Non-Response  .    ^  *  , 

For  1972-73  ^full  time  students, 4n  the  HLS  sanp.le,  an  estimated  \k% 
failed  to  report  any  source  of  support  amounts  in  question  'ly*    This  non- 
response  rate  is  considerably  smaller  than.Selby's  estimate   because  the 
definition  ^f  the  study  group  —  those  wKo  should  have  provided  the  source 
information  —  is  different.  , 
In  this  research  project,  the  , key  study  group  Included  1972-73  f^H- 
time  postsecondary  students.    To  properly  assess  the  magnitude  of  the  non- 
response,  an  accurate  count^of  this  study  group  must  be  obtaiDed.  JJijfor- 
tunately,  tfie^routlng  and  qi^stlon  stems  in  the*  First  Foii:oJ^-Up  make  thi.s_ 
a  difficult  task.    Since  the  questionnaire  was  administered  Id  the  fall  of 
1373,  students  who  did  not  enroll  in  1972  might  have  responded  Iji  question 

1-.  . 
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V   k7*}f  they  h?d  enVolled  in  the  cost  of  attendance  and  source 

of^  financial  support  data  cofer  "any  training  and  education  you  received 
-  after  leaving  high  school  and  before  Fall,  1973,"  th&  earlier  sections 

^  elicit  separatevlnforroation  on  Fall,  1572  and  Fall,  1973  attendance*  • 

'  '  A        *  *      -  . 

T<S  identify  the  respondents  }n  .the  study' grot^,    &  two-step  procedure 

was  adopted*    Fir%t,  alt  NtS  respondents  were,  classified  ^xording  tp  their 


enrollment  Status,    Any  tnfonnat,ton  which  would  Indicate  a'  1972-73  attendance,  * 

was  taken  to  be  evF^ence  of  a.  1972-73  enrollment*  'Respondents  were  idCT-    ^  ^ 

tified  as  eirfolled  ,(l  .e\  ,  in  ,the  study. groiq?)  if  they:  : 

I.    Responded  'V^"  to  the  Fall,  1972  enrol Itpeirt  Question  29a,  excefxt 
If  any  items  and  -no  "yes"  it^ms.are  answered  in  tRe  sub- 

•    •     ^eq^uent  routing^    »       '  / 

2*    Responded  to  the- Fall,  1972  enrol  haeot  question  29a,  if  .any- 

^V^s"  itens  are^5Hered  in  the  subse^Juent  routing.  ^ 
or  .        ^  ^  '    .  •  •  * 

3.    Provided  a  naine  for  the  Fall,  V972,  postsecondary  ii>stitution  attended 
-  (question  32a,  or  question  26a  if,  the  same  institution  was  attended 
in  Fall,  1973).  '  . 

or  ^  • 

Reported  enrolling  at  another  ^chpol  during  the  smtoer  6r  midyear 
(question  39)  or,^-provtded  a  name  for  the  school  .(question  49a) ♦ 

Following  these  checks,  a  total  of  12, fO^  MLS  respondents  were  In-  - 

eluded  in  the  study  group  (te. counted  as  enrolled  dur^ing'the  1972-73 

academic  year)'.  /   This  coirpares  to  Sel by 's- estimate  of -i^,889  ^ir^ich  In-  * 

cfudes  all  respondents  vrfio  were  routed  Into  the  source  of  financial  support 

question*    By  focusing  on  an  identlfred  study  group,  the  estimated  non- 

response  rater'dfopped  from  35.2%  (Selby)  to  22.7%  (see  Figure  IJ-!).J^ 


V 


I  With  the  aid  of  telephone  follow-cps  of  nearly  20  percent  of  HLS  respon^ 
^  dents  who- failed  the  RTf  \:omputer  edit  ohecks^  an  estimated  ,11,^21  were  ' 
Identified  as  in, school  4n  October,  1972.    For  the  reasons  noted  above, 
some  of  those  who  passed  the  computer  streen  might  be  excluded  from  our  > 
counts.    Approximately  170  cises  were  added  to  the  1972^Fall  enrollment 
^through  the  activity  $tate  screen%  '  '  '  ^  /  '  •  , 

J  Included  among  the  22*^  (2,7^8  non-respondents) are  188  students  (1.6%  of  the 
^  total)  who  listed  a  source  but  refused  to  provide  a  dollar  amount*.  - 


Figyre-  II-I 


HON-RypONSE  TO  SOURCE  OK  iSUPPORT  ITEMS  (aUESTIOH  kl) 
FOR  SELEJH'ED  ALS  SUBPOPULAT^S  // 
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Alt  HLS  Respondents 
Eligible  to  Answer*. 
,  (15,889) 


*  From  Selby  (1976) 


1972-73  HLS  Students 
(12»,10^) 
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1972-73  Full  Time 
HLS  St;udents  • 
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As  a»second  step,  all  T972-73  students  were  classified  accordlng-to  ^ 
their  attendance  status.    Siwe  part  time  students  \A  the  NLS  are'^not  re- 
presentatfve  of  the  population,  to  which^tfiey  would  fae^compared,  these  re- 
spondents arejeiccluded  from  much  of  the  analysis.  ^As  Figure  llVl  Indicates; 
Hipltlng  the' study  group  to  full  time  J 972-73' studfents  only  wltrotolt  an 
additional  1,914  respondents*    Of  the  rera^irting  10,189  students,  SS.S%  / 
(8^7^)  provided  a  source-e^- support  amount*  /  —  ' 

Jaiven  the  very  complex  routfng^^  patterns  in  the  First  Follow-Up  quesr 
tionnalre  and  the  crude  screens,  iced  to  Identify  those  eligible  to  answer 
the  source  of  support  items,  some  of  the  NLS  respondents  classified /in  this 

^  '  -  .         '  '  '  '  '         •         ^         L  • 

study  as  1972-73  full-time  students  might  have  been  incorrectly  incjluded 
fn  this  study  group.:  While  it  Is'^irtposslbj^e  to  estimate  the  ex&ct-ni^- 
faer,  there  Is  some  evidence  that  as  many  as  600  of  these  respondents  should 
not  have  been^cluded' among  those  classified  as  1972-73  full-time  students* 
'This  numker  i^  ' an  estimate  of  the  NLS  respondents  who  provided  very/t1ttie 

Information  on  thel r  .postsecondary  training:    no  otet  of  attendance  or 

.        *       '  '      .  \  ^  ^  ^ —  '  ' 

source  of  support  data,  nor  thejiame  of  the /posts econ da ry  Institution 

*^ 

fatteaded.    Ihey  did  respond  toHhe  Fall^  1972  enrol Imen^t  item  (question  29a) 

and  to  the  1972  attendande  status  item  (question. 33b) .  Jf  these  respondents 

<  •  .  '  '  '  .  , 

Were. excl uded  from  the -n umber  eligible  to  answer  the  source  of  support 
*  *.  '  * 

items,  the  ftem  non-response  rate  among  1972-73  full-time  students  In  the  . 

NLS  would  be  an,  estimated  8.7%. 


u/  Againj  the  NLS  activity  state  screening  results  In  an  estimated  10,320 
full-time  1972-73  Enrollment  for  the  NLS  cohort  (10,790,  if  Impiited..fuXl 
time^students  are  inclu8ed)^.    The  differences  result  from  our  screigjiing 
around  the  enrollment  response  questions.    See  Table  A-ly  Appendix  ll-A), 
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^    '       Rteportlng  Error^ 

Several  Simple  edit  checks  were  Implefnentedjto  gailge  the  accuracy  of 
-the  studat  responses  to  the  source  of  support  Items,.    *  V  * 

.first,  a1%i*  li^entlfylng.  the  study  group.^the  sh^res^of  NLS  respondents- 


receiving  different  sourtfes  of  support  and'the  average  reported  amounts ^from  . 

these  sources  we re^c6n?)a red  with  stjnllar  da^a  qbtafned  from  other  recent 

Rpstsecondary  surveys*    In  presenting  the' data  and  results  ^of  tbe*cofH5arlsons. 

Wagner  and  Ten I  son  (t976a)  concluded  thgt  the  recipient  shares  and -the  re- 

ported  anpunts  of  different  .sb«rce§  of  financial  support  are  generally  con- 

slStent  with  the  Information  collected  in  the  other  surveys.    Many  of  the 

differences  could  be  accounted  for  by  the  different  ix)pulatlons  surveyed* 

.  -  "        /       t    -  '  *  . 

Other  observed  patterns,  however,  appeared,  l;o  reflect  reporting  errors. 

To.  ay^Just  for  these  errors,  a  series  of  slifple  computer  data  manipulation^ 

were-  developefd*  ^  Sflnce  the  financial  support  variables  represent  the  tcScus 

of  the  study^  the  manipulations  were  Ihnlted  to  adjustments  "Implied"  by 

other  student-reported  Information.  No  additional  Imputing  was  considered. 


The  data  rtanipulat  Ions' principally  affect  the  reported  financial  support 

amounts  of  commuter  students.    While  many  of  these  students  accounted  for* 

•      -        *   ^     /  '  ,        ,         *  . 
the  sources  of  funds  used  to  meet 'direct  costs  "(tuition,  fees^  books, 

transportation)  ,  a  large  share  of  commuters  failed  to  report  •tHe  In-klnd 

support  provided  by  their  p^rentS,  relatives,  or  spouses  Ufed  to  meet  In- 

direct  room  and  board  costs.    In  these  t:^5es,  ap  estimated  maintenance 

amount  of  about  $80  per  month^s  adde^  to  both  room  and  boa.rd  expenses  and 

parent^,  relative,  or  spouse  support  (whichever  inappropriate). 


r^atlve,  or  spouse  sup|5 


Other'''manJpulatTbns  tncluded  ^Justing  apparently  Incorrect  dollar 

'  '      •         '  .  .  -: 

amounts  reported,  from  a  specific  program  source*    For -exampl-e,    591-  re- 
spondents  tlste^  B6QG>as  a  source  of  support  In  1972^73  even  though  the 
pfogran  did  not  begin  op^ratlops  until  1973-7^»    For  these  students,  a  ^  ' 
reported  Baste  Grant  less'-^an.  $1,000  Is  treated  as  an,SEOG»    A  reported 
BEOS  greater  than^$l,QOO,  and  listed  as  the  onVy  grant  aid  scholarship  . 

Sourdfe>.  Is  considered  as  the  sum  of  all  grant  and  schoj^arshlp  aid  rather. 

1  »    #  '      -  ft  " 

than  siipport  from  a  speclfl^^^ource.    Slmll^i^y,  50  respondents  Indicated 
Support  under  the  61  Bill /althouigh  few.  If  any,  would  have  faeen^ellglble 
f<)r  these  benefits  so  shortly  after  leaving  hlgh'-^diool .    These  students 
re  ±peated       VA  War  Orphan  or  SurvIvor^s  beneficiaries*  '  ^ 

F31  lowing  the  adjustments,  two  edit  screens  were  InposeT  In  o.rder  to 
identity  cases  twlth  potenj:Ially  "bad"^data«    First,  any  student  who,  re- 
port^less  than  $800  In  tot3.WInanclal  support  (for  a  9  month  school 
year  basis)  was  Identified.    Second,  for  the  remaining  students,  the  total  amount 
of  financial  support  was  compared  to  the  reported  (plus  Imputed)  costs  of 
attendance.    In  dase's  where  the  differences  were^greater  than  $?50,  the 
totalt  amount. pf  f InancIaTsupport  was  conpa^"ed  to  the  Jnsti tutional  budget*  . 
hf  the  amount  of  total  support  ranged  from  25  percent  below  the  Institutional  . 

■  ■  ■  ,   ^    *      '     V  '  °  .         •    .  •  . 

.  budget  to  50  percent  above  the  institutional  budget,  the  reported  fin- 
anclal  support  data  v^s  considered  to  be 'acceptable.    All  other  cases  were     %  * 
flagged  to  in4Icate  the  pres^ace  of  poterftially  '^bad" 'd^t^*    These  latter 

*  students  jfl  I  ght  have  reported  th^I  r.antip4i»ted  scholarship  support^  for,  ^IT 
four  years  or  •  included  the  total  amount  of  their  savings  rather  than  listing 
the  amount  from  tf^ese  sources  used  to  meet  current  educational  cdsts. 
WitH  a  more  elabpr^te  editing  strategy^--  perhaps  requiring  a^  case-by-  ^     ^,  - 
case  feanual  check--many  of  tfi^se  problems  could'have  been  addressed.  > 


However,,  It  was  not' possible  to  develop  a  simple  Qonputer  procedure  which 
could  make  these  rather  specific  adjustments  In  an  effl'clent  manner* 

As,  a  result  of  the  manipulations  and  screens,  an  additional  Jl  per* 
cent  of  the  full-ttme  student-s.  In  the^NLS  were  I^entFfied  as  r^-? 

^porting  "bad*^  data*.   Thl^s  le^es. about  75  percent  of  the  study  groyp 

respondents  (7^709  cafeeSTwho  provided  an  accurate  and  reasonable  accounting 

.  "  •  "  '        »  * 

of  their  sourcejs'of  financial  support.    For  tuuch  of  the  data  analysis  lie* 
1<3W,  only  these  respondents  are  intludeSi         •  ' 

3»    Aid/Offer  Responses  •  ' 

AllNLS  respondents  were  asked  to  provide* Information  about  the  types 
•  -  « 

and  amoiflits  o'f  financial  aid  offered  from  up  to  three  postseconUary  hn- 

stltutlons,  -  *     \(4  '        •       '  \      -  ' 

A  total  of  9,310  respondents  reported  jttfat  they  had  applied^. to  at 
least  onfe  postsecondary  institution  prior, tp  October,  l973»    This  total 
Is  considerably  less  than  the  12,t04  responderfts  Identified  as  enrolled 
during  the  1972-73  academic  year  or  the  estlrnated  15,889  respondents  ellglbl 
to  answer  the  "school  finances"  questions  In  the  First  FollowjUp  (^ee 
Figure  gbr  rtiany  respondents,  the  conpletlon  of  a  Ih  page  survey 

document  may  have  required  more  effort  t^an  they  were  willing  to  make. 
Others  may  have  been ^ fouled  up  In  the  routing*    Still  others  may  have 
refused  to  answer  theise  questions  because  they  had  provided  the  Information 
earlier  (question  ^7).^    And,  some*  may  have  been  routed  an^srt&^he  questions 
because  the  directions  permit- only  thos.e.wha  have  "fo/majly  applied"  to 
continue  In  the  section*^/    For  whatever  reasons,  the  dls^cregancles  tn  the 


/  For^a^H^urther  discussion  of  these  problems,  see  Rlc^,  et  aK,  (^976)^^ 


case  counts  atone  suggest  that  responses  to  the  ald/of/er  questions  might 
no^^  reflect  the  actual .experl-enc^s  of  311  those  vrfio  had""'^onsIdered  em- 
rollTng  prfor  to  October,  1973*        choose  to  examine  this  group  separately, 
howdver,^  noting 'where  appropriate  the  passible  biases  which  may  Influence 
our  results*      '    ,  *  '  ' 

Of  tiios^'Stu<^ts  In  this  study  g^oup  who  were  accepted  for  admission 
at  thejir  first,  second,  jor  third  choice,, the  responses  to, First  FoIlowUp 
ques^lpns  82,  83  and  84  were  examined  In  detail.^    These  questions  ask  the 
sttjdept  If  he  appfled  for  financial  aid  at  the  schoc^^  and  if  so,  what 
v^re  the  atoonts  of  the-aid  offered  (If  any)* 

,  In  general,  respon^^s  to  these/ questions  closely  fallowed  the  roating 
'.patterns*^  Students  who  did  not  apply  for  aid  and  those  who  applied  and 
clld  not  receive  an  offer  did  not  report  any  aid  offers  In,  the  subsequent  . 
amoimtr*ecJtIon.  .  On  th^  other  hand,  students  who  applied  for  aW  and  re- 
celved  an  offer  may  not  have  reported  any  amounts  ,ln  the  appropriate  place* 

Specifically,  o7%  of  those  who  applied  and  reported  receiving  an  offer 

'   ^  '  ^  p  *  , 

frpm  their  first  choice  reported  an  amount  for^^t  least  one  tyjje  of  fin- 
ancial aiid  tin  'the  subsequent  section*    The  remaining  13%  eltfier  dropped 
outVf  the  rpifting "pattern  or  simply  forgot  the  amount  they  were  offered* 
The  Share  of  suchl'students  Increases ^from  17?  for  the  second  chojce^to 

for  the.  third  choicer.  As  a  result,, the  nwnber  of  students  with  aid 
offers  from  more  than  on^  Institution  falls  ^rapidly  from  first  to  "third 
choI< 


lice*     .        •  I 


Most  of  tKe  students  who  djd  not  respond  to  the  aid  app4 icatlon^^^jii^- 
tlon  ^'IkevJlse  dld^not  enter  an  amount,    Nevertheless,  about  20?  of  the 

non-responders  to  the  aid  application  question. for  each-Jnstitution  choice  entered 

'         •  •    .  7        *  . 

an  aroottrtt  In  the  cor reef  pi  ace,  and  for  the  purpose^^s^  the  study  these  will  be 


'liicluded*  fn  tlie  pool  of  .^students  with  an  aid  offer. 

---■^  —  - 
C.    Hissing  Data  for  Key  Explanatory  Variables 

'         -         •    '  "  '     *  , 

*  *    A  nuiriber .of  th«  nanjr  other  variables  are. vital  for  the  study  oC the  ' 

effects  X3f  st^ertt  al<f»    These  Uenis  are  aiscussed  separately  below*  ^ 

•  '        Family  Incofoe  and  SES        '  »     ^         -    .       •  , 

"An  estirote  of  family  Income  was  obtained  frooj  the  student  In  Item  ^ 

93  In*  the  Base  Year  quest  I  onria  I  re^j^   Tliere  are,  hovever,  three  Haitatfons 

with  the* Income  data  refJorted  by  the  HLS  respondents.    First,  rals-slng  data 

may  introduce  bias  Into  the  analysis.   About  25  percent  of  the  castas  In 

theNLS  sample  do  not  have  a  family  Income  estimate.    About  2d^rcent  - 

of  the  re^pond?htV failed  to  answer  the  question.    An  addJtlonal  5  per- 

.<»nt  of  the  sample  did  not  receive  either  the  Bas^Year  or  First  FoT^cw-Up 

Form  B  quest lonnaUes,  and  therefore  were  unable  to  provide' family  incQrae^ 

estlraate,_/   The  cases  with  missing-^ data'  constitute     declining  shaj«  of 

the  apprOprlate\ampJe  vrfien  Icey  subpopulations  are  cocfipared.    The  total 

jnUsIng  data  rate  Is  an  estimated  25wl%  for  all  1972-73  stdaents,/23-7% 

fqr  &11  full-time  1972-73* students,  and  2U5%  for  1972-73  full-tline  stu- 

dents  with  accurate  school  finance    data.  *^      '  i  .  ^ 

Sec6nd,  respondents  may  provide  inatcurate  estlmatqp  of  family  .income 

Creech  (197^f)  found,  an  overall  agreement^  between  pa  rent- reported  and  ^ 

.st>ident-reported>sti mates  of  family  Income  of  29 -percent,  among  Base  Year 

respondent^.    Very  low  and  very  high  Income  faranie|  exhibited  the  largest 


/  If  the  respondents  did  not  complete  a  Base  Year  questionnaire,  this  It 
'  was  Included'  In  Fonh  B  of  the  First  Fol Tow-Up.  * 

_/  '    .  ■  ,        S       -      ^  . 

/  The  Inpllcatlons  for  % las  In  the  analysis  arising  from  the  two  sources 
'  of  missing  data  are  quite  different.    Only  the  non-^psponsc  rate  is 

appropriate  for  examining  the  extent-^o  which  certain  types  of  r6-  ^. 

spondents  are  likely  to  fail  to  answer*  an  Item, 


percent  agreement  (see  Table  tf^I)#    There  are  three  probleiis  with  the 

Creech  analysjs  that  might' tend  to  understate  the  level  of  agreeinentt* 
-  ^'  .  i  '  '  •  ' 

.  first,  the  lower  correspondence  Jietween  parent-  and  student-  suppl  led. 

.    '  \  .  y-'  /^^.^    V- ' 

fnfongatlon^  for  *^iddle"  Incomes  probably  reflects  the  narrowed  fn^xne 

intervals  In  this  range  -rather  than  Icwer  accuracy*    In  addition,  by  ^Ing  * 

the  HLS  Intervals,  Sreech  would  find  **no  agreement"  with  a  difference  of  ^ 

$10  betwe^,  the  student  and  parent  es^*<aaies  (e,g,»  students:  $15,005; 

ptarent:   >14,^99S$,    An  alternate,  more  reasonable,  method  tliat  provides  ^ 

an  "upper  bound"  ir^e^ure  oq^  agreement  would  compar^the  parentis  estimate 


witii  the  stCident  Interval  estimate,"  accepting  student  responses  In  one 


Interval  above  and  one  Interval  below  the  parents'  estimate  as  an  **agre«pent# 

A -further  problem  with  Creech's  agreement  measure  Is  the  lack  of  precision 

n  $he  ques^*^^  stem  Itself  ♦    Respondents  are  asked  ..to  provide  an  estimate  • 

af  family  Income  wl^thout  speclfy.lng  a  particular  year.    For  stu^^t?^  tbts 

,  .     \         i  ' 
could  lead  to  an  estimate  of  "permanwt"  Income;  they  would  tend  to  l^ore 

year-to-year  fluctua4:ions.    Parents,  on  the  other  haijd,  inlght  rz^rt  current 

year  iDcome*^    If/true,  Xreech*s  table  would  be  comparing  two  different 

/  ■        '  ■ 

m^oSures  of  Income,        -  — - 

A  final  limitation  is  that  the  family  Income  estimated  by  each  HLS  , 
jgespondent  falls  within  income^ntervals  up.  to  $3^000  wf de\($l  ,500  wide 
near  the  median  Income  level  for  all,  families)*    6ne  of  the  major  concerns  / 
Is  that  these.  Interval  ^tlmates,  can  hWe  the  dcttial  relationship  bet^^en  ^ 
fnco2e  and  parental  support  wfthtn  the  Interval.    However,  other  e;q>lanatory 
^rlableS  isuch  as  educational  attainment  of  the  family *hiad)  might  pick 


:^effec 


y  The  Interpretation  of  the^effect  of  the  income  variable  will  be  dif- 
ferent depending  upon,  the  definition  used  ~  permanent  or  durrent* 


:  Table  ll-l 


^  Validity  Study 
Percentage  Frequency  Distributions  of  Faraily  Income 


-7  IncoEje 
(Itollaxs). 


.Percentage  Freq, 
frcsa  Parent's 

 '  r 


Percentage  Freq. 
from  Students' 


Percent 
Agreement 


Less  than  3^000  3*18 

3,000-5,999   *  _  11.05 

6,000-7,499  '  8.14 

7,500-^,9^9  9.34 

•9, 000-10  ;^99  •  10.82. 

10,500-11,999  '  ■        '  y^l52 

12, 000-13  ,*499  8.92 

13,500-;L4,999  .  .2-80 

15,000-18.000  ,  i5,r5? 

Over  18,000      *  15.04 

'       '      .     -  ' 

No  Response  4.68 

Overall  rate  of  agreenenc 


o 

5.64 
8.89 
7.67 


8. 81 


10.31 


9.39 


6.53 
5.23 
,10.32 
18.65 


73 
49 
20 
29 
18 
.25 
•40 
11 
15 
44 

29Z 


Source:    National  Longitudinal  Study,  Appendix  ?,  Table  £-16, 
p.  F-226.  •  .        -  .  • 

(reproduced  frpia  Creech  [1974],  p. 108)  ♦ 


(9  sonie  of  th«  variation  renoved  when  an  Interval  estlmate.'(rather  than  a 

point  estimate),  of  Incoae^s  used.    For  example',  within  the  $3,000 ;to  $&,000 

-Income  Interval,  a  family  with  a  high  school  graduate  as  head  of  household^ 

wUT  probably  have  an  4flcome  closer  to  $6,1)00  than  a  farafly  with  a  non- 

hlgh  scKool  graduate  as  Its  head.,  In'thls  case, 'it  Is  linportant  that  as 

much  of  the  variation  In  parental  support 'which  Is'not 'caused  by  financial 

aid  be  explained.^  Th^  Inclusion  of  other  SES  variables  can  he^p.  overcooje 

the  limitation  of  grouped  Income  data.  . 

•■    '   ■  .     .  '      7  • 

For  some  purposes,  a  less  precise  measure  of  family  Income  and- vjealth 

' '        '  '  1'  .  ' 

can  be  used.     For  every  NLS  respondent  with  vall^  responses',  to  st  lessf  ' 

two  of  flve.cooponent  variables,  an  Index  of  soclo-ectsnomlc  status  (-SES)  \ 

has  been  •con?JUted,_/   Hissing  responses' were  Imputed  using  the  component 

mean 'from  available  responses  for  the  desl^ated  sid}^>opulatIon._/   As  a[ 

restflt,  SES  missing  data  rates  for  all  sample  meirfajsrs.  \^%%.    Among  full- 

.      •  •        •     •    "  '~  '. 

-time  l37Z-h  students  In  the  NLS,  about  1?  do  hot  hav^  a  computed  SES 

sco're    (sfee  Table  A-2,  Appendix  1 1 -A).  ^  •  -  , 

-     2t,   Raclal/Etbnic  Group 
■J      The  Tes^ondent  Indicated  his  racfal/ethnlc  group'  in  Item  Sk  of  the 

Base  Year  questionnaire  (if  no  ^a^^  Year  questionnaire  was  filed,  this  i 
'  |.nformatlon  was'col lected  in  Form. r  of  the  First  Follocf-Up  document). 

About  7  percent  of  all  NLS  cases  do  not  have^a  racial/ethnic  Identification. 


/  The  SES  Index  Is  confuted  from  five  compoiients:    1)  father's  >ducatioiT?  . 
T  2)  mother's  education;  3)  parent's  Incosie;  A)  father's  occupation; 
.   ';5)  household  Items.-    (See  RTl  'C  1375)) .  <  ,  ^ 

/  FoV  Imputatlpn,  t>ie  residents  arp  stratified  by  race,  high  school 
program,,  and  aptitude.    See  NCES  {1976).. 


Agatn^  I'espondents  who  did  ncrt  return  a  Base- Year  questionnaire  and- also 
didiiot  receive  the  First  ^Follow-Up  Form  B  questionnaire  (i^e*,  received 
First  Follo^rJJpSfonn  A  only)  Mre  not^asked  the  racial/ethnic  question, 
Thls^'jaeans  that  Actual  non-rejbonse  is  mch  lower  —  closer  tb  2  percent • 
Cree^  also  tentatively   con<?l;ud^  that  nc^-whites  are  slightly  more  4ikely  , 
to  Have -been  non-responders  than  whites*    Ttje  missing  data  rates  for  the 
key  subpopulatrons  are  quite  similar  (see  Table  A-2,  Appendix  ll-A). 

*  ■  '  , 

'3.    Student  Ability  .         '  '  . 

Two  separat^  rneasures  of  achievernent/abi  1 1 ty  are  taken  from  the  HLS 
flle^    The  i»st  appropriate  measure  for  the  study  of  the  distribution  t)f 
student  financial  aid  Is  the  score  on  a  standardized  college  admissions 
test.  .  About  8,000  HLS  respondents  have  either  an  ACT  or  SAT  score  on  the 
NLS  file.    All  have  been  converted  to  their  SAT-equlvalent  using  th4i  con- 
cordance  tables  developed  by  Chase  and  Barritt  (1966)".    With  the  assistance 
of  Rex  Jackson  at  the  Educational  Testing  Service,  NLS  Tes't  Book  scores 
w^re  converted  to  the!  r'sAT-%qulvalents.  for  students  without  a  reportted 
ACT  9r  SAT  score._/  Without  converting  Test  Book*scores,  hl.Q  percent  of-all 
1972-73  students  on  the'NLS  file  do  not  have  a  reported  MT  or  ACT  score.  Using 
the  SAT-equivalents  of  HLS  Test  Book  scores  for  respondents  with  no  SAT  or  ACT 
score,  the  missing  data  percentage.. drops  to  \y,k  percent  of  1972-73  full- 
titpe  students  with  Accurate  financial  data  (see  Table  A-2,  Appendix  ll-A). 

A  second  measure  of  student  achlevemdnt/abll'ity  is  given  by  $he 
high  school  grade  pol/nt  average.    Us'lng_^  data  collected  from  high  schoo.l 


/  The  concordance  tab-les  are  intSorporatjed  In  V  commimlcation  /^tim  >lr.*  • 
~  3ackson  to  tfte  author,  dated  August  1,  1976;    The  general  procedure 
Is  outlined  In« Huraphfey  Doermann's  paper,  "The  Future  Market  for  Collge 
Adrafj^ions,"  In.CEEB  (1976).  ■  ^ 


counselors  In  the  SMF,  the  NLS  sample  ^nember  was  assigned  a  grade  po|nt 
ave|^&^  on  a  14  point  scale.  /    In  the  entire  sai^le,  high  sdiool  gr^qes 
j^r^  istsstng  fro©  IT^S'percent^of  the  cases.  -  Cases  without  an  "SRIF  account 
for  about  7  percentage  points  of^the  missing  data  rate*    Comparable  missing  • 
data  pe^xehtages  for 'all  1372*73  students,  and  1972-73^fu11  tiioe  students 
jwlth  accurate  school  ffnanc«  data  are  16,9?  and  16*4%,  respectively* 


4*    Institution  Type  and  Control 


Three  Institution  type  and  control  code  variables  are  present <on 
the  ^tajysls  file,    HLS  resp<iodents  were  asked  to    Identify  the  appropriate 
type  and  control  codes  for  the  institution  actually  attended  during  the 
1972-73* academic  year.    The  estimated  combined  non-response  on  the  type/ 

control  item  deci-eased  from  12,3?  for  all  1972-73  students  to  3^2%  for 

c 

1972-73  full  time  students  with  accurate  school  finances  data.  —  — 

The  Instltutloh  type  ami  control  code  Information  is  also  available 
^  from  the  College  Boafd  Linked. NLS-lnstlvtutlonal  file.    Since  these  are 
Instltutlon-jirovided  codes,  they  are  likely  to  be  more  consistent  and 
accurate,    further^  the  categories  are  probably  more  useful  for  the  study  * 
of  institutional  financial  alQ  practlces'and  any  resulting  Iirferences  for 
public  pol icy,  '  *  ^ 

Ten i son*  (19^6.)  reported  that  10  to  15  pertent  of  the  postsecondary  ir^tl- 
tutlons  coded  on  the  NLS  master  file  could. not  be  linked  with  Institutional  data 
frtxn  the  Colfege  Board  file.  ^For'  1972^73  students,  SlVhad  the  CEEB  type/  " 
control  code  appended  to^heir  NLS  record.    For  the  1972-73  NLS  full-time  studenM 


/  ETS  converted  reported  ff-lphanumeric  and  numeric  grade  point  averages  to 
the  14  point  scale.    Where  hi^  school  grades  are  not  rep6rtfe.d,  the  grade 
average  has  been  imputed  from  class  rank  (See  RTI  (1375) t  Appendix  H)» 


wlt'h  only  accurate  financial  -data  88.5  per^aaot-were  flagged  with  the  College 
Board  Institutional  code.  . 
*  ""A  raore  detailed  Institution  dassff fcation  was. developed  fay  the 
Carnegie  Commission,,  This  classification  emphasizes  institutional 
mission  by  distinguishing  anon^, major  resei'rch„^loctoral,  and  comprehensive 
colleges,    in  many  cases,  *thfe  classification  would' also  reflect  differences 

per  student  costs  (see  Chapter  IV  below).    Carnegie  Institutional 
codes  are  available  for  83.3^  of  the  respondents' attending  fuH-tia^  in  — 
I972'73  reporting  accurate  school  finances .data. 

♦ 

RepresentatWeoess  of  HLS  .Samf>l6  '  •  ^ 

As  a  final  jstepjn  the.  data  evaluation  stage,  the  selected  sample 
of  197^73  full-tfroe  entering  freshmen  with  accurate  flnan«s  data  >/as 
rewelghted  to  correct  for  cases  dropped  due  to  missing  or  Inaccurate 
"schooj-  finances*^  data  (item. 47).    Rewefght  factors  are  assigned  to  mem- 
bers of  thi  selected  study  group  sample  according  to  student  SES  score 
and  high  school  grade  point  average  guartlles*    In  effect,  the  larger 

[  the  school  finances  ripn-response  for  students  of  a  given  SES  score  and 
grade  point  average  quartlle,  the  larger  the  rewelght  factor.  Almost 
all  of  the  rewelght  adjustment  factors  ranged  between  *1.0  and  For  ^  . 

respondents  with  no  SES  or  high  school  grade  point  average, 'a  rewejght 
factor  of  7.0  was  necessary..  These  cases  account  for  a  very  small  share 

-of  the  total  sample  (less  than  one- tenth  of  one  perc^t) ;  hence,  this 
lar^  factor  Is  not  Ukely  ^greatly  affect  the  rewelghted  distribution 
of  respondents.  ^  *  . 

'    Table  11-2  distributes  the  rewelghted  Sample  of  1972-73  NLS  fulHtlme 

freshmen  fay  institution  type  3nd  control.    Since  data  el^ents  collectecf 
Irt  both  the  Base-Yeaf  and  First  Follow-jJp  questFonnai re^  are  employed, 

.  ;     '          ^'  37 


n-19 


-Tal)1e  tl-2 


1972-73  EHTERIHS  FULL-T!flE  FRESHMAN  ENROLLHENTS 
(Welghtea  Count) 


4  * 


FIRST-YEAR  EHROLLHENTS 
(in  thousands) 


Natfonal  ' 
Longitudinal 
Study 


NCES  ■ 
Fait 
EnrolTrowit^ 


■  ACE  _  ^ 
Honos . 


tOTAL 


COlLEGiATE 

Public  Four- Year 

Public  University 
Other  Public  Four-Year 

Piil  Ic  Two-Year 

Private  Four* Year  , 

Private  University 
Othei"  Private  Four-Year 

,    Private  Two-Year 

NON-COLLEGIATE 

> 

Proprietary 

»  •_ 

Vocational 
Other 


1972-73  ^ 

Entering 
Freshmen 

U522 

1,367 

^6 
263 
383 

315 
77  . 
238 

32 
11 

•57  . 
20 


\  197? 
Full-Tjirae, 
First-Time 

Students 


1972    -  K 
Full-Time, 
First-Time 
Freshnien 


1,590 

1,558' 

624 

-  573 

266 

28T 

358 

292  ' 

563 

553 

350 

.  ^  376 

83 

78 

267 

299 

52 

i_  * 

^  55 

<  w 

SOURCES:    Col.  (1) t'NHatibnal  Longitudinal  Study  (1975).  ~ 

Col.  (2):  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  {1974a) 
Coi.  (3>J    American  Council  on  Education  (1972). 
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oniy  respondents  with  bpth  survey  documents  are  included  In  the  weighted 
counts.—    The  weighted  counts  compare  quite  wel Ivwith  the  instltutlon- 

provided  enrollments  as  reported  by  NCES  and  the  American  Council  on  Education* 

"*  *  "  . 

In  niost  sectors,  the  weighted  NLS  sample  exhibits  slightly  'lower ,f Irs t-year 

^        _    •        ^       '       .  % 

enrolments  than  do  the  i^isti tut ional  data  sources.    The  rwelghted  NLS 

full -tiroe^h^l men t  at^45ublif,c  two-year  postsecondary  Institutions  totals  an  ' 

'estimated  350,000^  nearly  200,000  less  than  the  first-year  full-time  enroll- 

^  *  ^. 

inents  reported  by  the  ins,ti tutions  themselves.  '  Since  the  NLS  does  not  Include, 

•  »  •*  *  *  * 

older  first-year  postsecondary  students,  differences  of  this  size  are  not 

unexpected  •  *  "  \ 

As  a  simple  check  for  potential,  response  biasV^,'the  rewelghted  sample 
was  partioned  again  across  family  income,  raclal/ethnfc  group,  sex,  and 
achlevanent/abil  ity  categories.    The  resulting  distriUbtlons  are  preswted  in 
Table*"!  1-3  along  with  similar  distributions  of  respondents  in  other  197^-73 
postsecondary  samples.    Given  the  differences  In  sample  composition  and 
survey  Items,  the  weighted  distribution  of  entering  full-time  freshmen  In 
the  NLS  by  income,  race,  and  sex  compares  quite  well  with  the  other  dis- 
tritJutions.    Since  SAT  score?  ij^v^oeen  imputed  for  NLS  "respodents  for  whom 
no  scores  were  available,  the  differences  in  distribution^pf  studerfts  by 
•SAT  score  are  to  be  expecteou 

Among  the  three  attributes,  NLS  respondents  were  most ,  1  ikely 'to  omit  an  . 
estimate  of  family  income.    The  income  non-responder  was  slightly  fipre  llkeSly, 


/si 

_/Thls  pro^dure.  also  reduces  the  missing  dalh  rates  for-fliany.of  the '^ey 
variables  examined  above,  -In  particular,  ^he  family  income  variable 
missing  data* rate  declines  to  18%,  racial/ethnic  data  to  2^^  SAT-equivalent 
^o  2%'^  and  a  merged  Inst  1  tut  Tonal  type  and  control  code  to '1?.  •  . 


:       ~"      Tab1e-i'l-3  '   _         '  _/  v     •  ^        ♦  ' 

A  Comparf^pn  of  the  Weighted  Distributions "of  Respondents  tn  I9J2-73  Postsecondary  Surveys 


ATTRIBUTE 


by  Key^conotntc-'and  Dedio^raphlc  Attributes 
PERCEHT  OF^  RESPONDENTS 


National 
Longitudinal 
Study  c 


,1. 


AnjQr?gan  _ 
Council  on 
Education 


College 
Entrance 
Examination 
*  3oard 


.FAMILY  INCOME^  . 

Under  ,      $  7,500 
$  7.500  -  $10,500 
.  ;$1O,500  -,$15,000 
over  ^15,000 

RACIAL/ETHHIC  GROUP^ 


1972-73 
Entering 
Full -Time 
Freshmen 

'  100  ro 

•  19.5'  ^ 
2h.O 
•28.0  ' 
.31.5 

JOO.D  . 


-1972-73 
Full -Time 
•Col  leglate 
f  reshniOT  _<* 

'lOO.O 

20.2 
'     l5.8  • 
•   26,9  ' 
37.1 

102;! 


:  ^972 
CjJllege- 
/Sound 
Seniors  ^ 

■  2ai  - 
W  .iff"*-  .  , 

27.5. 
33.0 


100 


.0^ 


^  Vhtte                    V.  .  ' 
BlacV 

Hfspapic     '  ' 
Other*          ,  . 

\  87.5 
6:6 
lA 
.  3.6 

'  100.0 

87.3. 
>      *     2.4  C 

'  87. o_ 

-  8.0 

2.0^  . 
3.0 

SEX-    •     •     •  ' 

ipo.o  _ 

•100.0 

■  Hale    .     -  *v 
Fefljale      '  *« 

50.2  J 
«i»9.8'-     •  • 

$3.9  ^ 

•  ^6.1 

51.3  ..  .  ' 
^8.7 

AtiSlEVEHEHT/ABILITY  (SAT)*^ 

100.1  ' 

'  loo.b 

Under  800 
I  800  -     950  -J. 
950.  -  1,100 
tfver    1,100  -v. 

i        •             *           ,  - 

'13".  5 
'  19.6- 

20.3  - 
16.7 

32.0 

25.0 

^2.0 
2J.0  " 

ERIC 


(Table-n-3  continued) 

.-V  -  -  - 


Kissing  data  rates  for  the  family  fncome  attribute  are  17  percent  for 
J"  .  ^ .the >atfe?5hted  NLS^,^terlAg  full -tlmrf  freshmen, an4  12*  pier^cent  for  College-  . 
Bound  Seniors  comi^letlng  the  Student  Descriptive  ftuestHonnatr^  (not  avail 
•J  >4vanaMe*for  ACE  Fterms)*  /r*    j» '  /  - 

V;;-  *^  r--     ...        •  -.     \'  ■   y    '      '  '  ' 

^Wissijig  data -rates  .for  th^  raclal/ethnfc;  group^  attribute  are  1.3^  for  the 
.  ^reqetghted  NLS.  entering  fuil-tlme  freshnient  artS  2*  1%  for  College-Bound 
Seniors  completing  the  Student  Descriptive  Questionnaire  (not  available. 

:      for  Ace  Norms).  /  i.,..     ::  . 

'jr^j  For  NLS  entering  fu^ll-tlme  freshman,  SAT  score  Imputed  from  available 
^^CTE  or  {ILS  T^t  Book  score.    Distribution  ioj  p61  lege' Bound  Seniors 
includes  test  takers  who  did  not  complete  the  Student  Descriptive 
(Questionnaire  (Increasing  the  pbpulation  size  for^thU  intern  only  by  f 
50 ^efcent) ' and  1^  based  on  verbal  score  only^  C 

SOURCES:       '  '  '         .      J    /  "  m 

-  '  /  •         ■• .    -  -v- 

Col.(l):  see  text;  Col.  (2):  American  Council  on  Education  [1972]; 
'Col.  j(3):  College  Entrance  Examination  Board  t'197^].  ^ 
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Case  Counts  and  Hissing  "Data  Rates 
for  Key  NLS  Sufapopulations 
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Table  A-l-' . 


''BSSSWJiEHTS  IS  DEFIHED  NLS  STUD?  6B0UFS 
BY  SODECE  OF  COUNTS ' 


.  study 
Sabpopulatlon 


Screened 
Count 


'  Eaxolled 
Octofrer,  1972 


-  Enrolled  "Full  Time 
^  .October ,yl972' ' 


(1) 


12,103 


10,189 


Source  of  Cotmta, 


EnrollTaent  Qti;^tioa      Activity  State 


count 


'(2) 


(11,255^ 
\ll,795^  ■ 


795 

f    ' " 

* 


(3). 


11,421 


€5? 


^^Scl\ides»  all  "yes"  respoases  to  question  29a  In  "First  Eollow-Ifp, 

^^dudes  i&tudents  who  answered  cxiestions  in  1972  enrol  iTgpnt  sectic^ 

^Tnclud^  a^  "ya^  resgonses  to  question  29a  in  First  F^ifbw-Up.  plus 
t  those  In^^cing  full  time  study  in  telephone  |ollowTtq>, 


In^^cing 
^^cludek Inputs  full-time  students 


a)  : .  See  text 


Colunn  \2) :    Tabulated  from  responses  tb  questions  29a  and  33b  lu  the 
First  Follow-Ur*    See  B3^  [1975], ,        "        ■    .    '  ^ 

Goluffln  ^3) :    Tabu:^*ed'  from  responses  to  questions  29a  an^  33b  in  the 
»  •  Fi5|(l^yollow-Dp  pltis  tel'ephone  follow  up' of  respondents  ^ 

who  failed  BII^S  ".key'!  question 'screen.    See  RTI  £l975].' 
* '  ■  k 
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Table  A-2 


MISSIKC  DATA  FOE  KEY-  YAEIASLES  BY  SZFIKEO  KLS  STUUlf  GROUPS 


ITEH 


<  * 

All  HLS  S^pofldents, 

1972-73  HLS  Stt>deot« 

w 

1972-73  ruU  Tlae 
XLS  Students  » 

-  ^  1 

1972-73  Full  iCp^ 
KLS  Stod«ita  vltl) 
Acct^rate  Financial 

(21,323  respoDdeots) 

(12,104  respoodests) 

(lOyM^  respoodents) 

«  Data 

(7;709  respondents) 

  -  '  

Kua^r 
vlth 
HisslPg 
Data 

Percent 
.  vich 
Hlasiog  * 
Data 

• 

Soaber^ 
witb* 

»Uaeta*  , 

?crc«jt 

iflth 
Hissing 

Data 

vitli 
Kis^iDg 
Data 

Perc^t 
/iHtiS 
iUssisg 
Data 

'  vfcth 
Hosing 
Data 

Percent 

with 
hlAslng 
'  Data- 

Fasily  Incone  snd  SES 

V 

Parental  Zncoae  ' 

26.0Z 

3,03;^^ 

25.11 

23.7X 

1.646^ 

"21*4Z 

A        SES  Eaw  Score 

605 

'2.8 

27S 

2.3 

'91 

0.9 

31 

0.4. 

0 

Ss^ial/Ertnaic  Croup 

1,59??^ 

•  7*1 

S80** 

7.3 

"  730*  . 

7.2 

534^ 

6.9 

'soKTcnt  Achleveaeoc/Abllicy 

• 

SAT-Equlvelcnt  ♦ 

KA 

*  5.078 

42.0 

3.801 

37.3  ^ 

1,036^ 

13.4 

.  Bigh  School  CPA 
t 

3,733 

%5  , 

?.047 

* 

■  u   

16.9    - . 

1,698 

16.7 

* 

16.4 

SIS  STXHTT  CiOCP 


1 

All  KIS  2espood)pGts 

X97^-73  lets  Soideacs 

.'^      1972-73  Fall  TSm^ 
.    XLS  Sttideiiu 

X97Z-rl2  Tail  Tims 
HtS  ^cpd^ts  with 
AcctCTte  -Tisciclal 
.  Datx  ^ 

,    (21p32S  respoadeats) 

* 

(10,139  rccpoodc^cs) 

*    <7^709  fcspoode^tsV  ^ 

vith. 

y^erccat 
wich 

Klsslag 

Decs 

Scaler 
vUli 
Hi&siBg 

,  villi 

4«2X 
15.2 

,  vlth 
,  3>r» 

*  Tetcmt 
^     Tmrm  > 

.  ^Issdcstioo  Type 
^          MIS  lype/Ccwittol 
tjrpc  ^ 
'Caxuegic  Type 
* 

KA 

2,^6<^ 

• 

12.31  *' 
19*0 
r  24f.3' 

423 
*  2,0808 

236 
1.2S8J 

'^3.1X 
11,4 

16.7^  ^ 

*ihclode#  1*173  scodeats  ubcf  «nsvcr«d_ror»  A  ooly*    Corrected  aOB-re«poQM  vmsld  be  20*5%  for  2nco9e  Mud  1*6Z  ^  rece* 
^'Zfl^odes  ^97  eb>d«its  vbo  easvered  F^rx  A  ooly.  -Corrected  ooft-Tegpoo»e*vottld  be  19*^  for  la^coae  mad  1^5%  tot  rm^. 
<^Js^bKlee  19  ceses  vlth  ^'^orel  ^ff lc4**  iaecitotiooftl  dets.  for  vklcb  the  CZE3  code  is  ecUsellT  sezs, 

^lociotfcy        ceees  vlch  loetlcstlooel  dete  bot  oo  Cemegie  Code/  ie«.^  tbe  ACE  «^a«it  ie  ebecar.    Corrected  aoo-reepooee  voold  be  18^.  9Z 
^Isclodee  530  sttadeate  who  ea^vered  Forx  A  oolj*    Corrected  aoQ-ree$oaee  voold  be^.OZ  tor  iocosm  ms3d  X*5X  for  rece« 
^laclodee  17  ceeee  vlth  lastltutlooel  dete  aod  e  zjeto  CZE3  code*    '         ^Tnclodee  547  ceeee  vltb  liMiJtittttij»el  dete  buo 
^^Xadodee  439  etudeate  vbo  ebewered  t>al7  Font  A«  -  Corrected  aoa-reepooee  voold  be  15«7X  for  iacOM  ead  1.21  for  nee.         _  , 
^iaawdee  13  etudeote  irtth  e  *ccstrel  office*  iaetitutioo.  ^     ilociodee  4H)  etodente  with  iaetltotioael  dete  bot  w  Adz  eegaeat. 

l^T-equlv^eleat  ecf»re  were  eogeeited  b7  coovertlag  KLS  Teet  bettery  ccoree  into  SAT  eqoiveleate  for  euideare 
vbo  bed  oo  SAX  or  eqaivel«i(,.  *  ,  ' 
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CHAPTER  lll^ 

STiReTCRlHG  THE  FINANCIAL  AID  BUDGET:    The  Packaging- of  Awards' 

*  -        '  ♦ 

Student  financial  aid  is  the  p/inclpal  means  fay  vdilch  puhl ic  policy-" 
leakers  at  all  levels' can  Intervene  in  Institutional  admtsston  and  financial 
aid  practices*    This  chapter  presents  a  conceptual  frarowork  of  iXstittitional 
decision-making  from,  vrfrich^ hypotheses  about  the  effectiveness  of  Federal 
student  aid  policy  can  fae  derived,  -  ^ 

A.  ^  Overvia?/  ^  "       *  ^ 

*     '  -  '  % 

The  basic' frameworjk  for  studying  the  detennlnants  of  aid  awards- to 

. student^ comes' from  Miller  Ct975]  and  is  traceable  to  earUer  work  by    _  1 

Wllliaa^n  [1963]  and  Nlskanen  [1370]*    Wh^  applied  to  our  proposed  research, 

the  analytical  framework  can  be  briefly  described  as  follows:    if  institutions 

(and  Federal  alji  pr^ rams,  ..through  the  institutions)  seek  to  enroll  students 

with  certain  attributes  to  meet , specif ic  objectives,  then  financial  aid  will 

be  used  as  a  afeans  of  attracting  students  with'^e  attrfbutes  they  desrtre. 

For  exafnp^e  ,  low-incone  and  minority  students,  may  receive  relatively  larger 

aid  offers  if  the  institution  (and  the. nation,  with  publit  fund^)  is  trying  to 

encourage  equal  educational  opportunity.    Large, and  attractive  aid  packages  may 

be  offered  to  the  most  able,  motivated' students  if  the  institution  is  attempting 

to  develop  and  maintain  a  high  academic  quality* 

The  Institutional  Framework  "  ^  ' 

.V  Institutions  engaged  Jn  postsecondary  education  exhibit  at  least'^cfle  of 
several  unique  features  which- distinguish  them  from  most' other  producers  of  . 
goods  and  services  In  the  economy.    Three  characteristics  of  institutions 
In.  the  postsecondary  education  Industry |are  obvious:  the'tlertding  of  public 
and  ^jr^vate  funds;  the  ability  to  charge  different  "prices"  to  different 


stydentsj  and,  the  presence -of  non-profit  incentives. 

/  Ridding  ofTpabHc  and  private  fundsv    At  nearly  all  post  secondary. 


Institutions,  operating  revenues  are  obtained  from  both  public ^d  private 
sources*   Thus,  since  part, of  their  revenues  are  derived  from  prfyate  sources 


(c^g.^,  students,  endovyraents,  private,  giving) ,  Institutions  c1as5ifie<l  in  the 
'public?*  sector  are  not  enCTr^ly  public  enterprises*    Slmilai^ly,  even  though 
socie  Institutions  are  prof Itnaking,  their  receipt  of  public  funds  for  student 
aid  and  other  juse^suggests*  that  these  enterprises  are  not  altogether  ^^rly^t^J^ 

^Charging  different,  "pri ces7".   Through  application,  admissions,  and  financial 
aid  procedures,  postsecondary  institutions  are  able  to  Identify  certain  types 
of  students.    OnccF'the  applicants  are  identified,  different  policies  for 
admission  ^d  pric^  can  be  established  for  different  grQups.    That  In-state  or 
In-dljstrict  students  are  preferred' in  both  admissions  and  pricing  (via  lower  . 
In-state  or  In-district  tuitions)  is  an  obvioiife  example  of  the^'public'lnstitution's 
ability  to  charge  different  "prices"  to  different  students.    The  packag.ing  of 
finarfcial  aid  permits  further  differentiation  in  "prfce"  aniong  students,  f  j 

Pursuing' non-prof  it  objectives.    Host  postsecondary  institutions  are  chartered 
as  public  or  non-profit  institutions.    Subject  to  financiah solvency,  th^^non- 
profit  institution  is  free  to  pursue  Institutional  and  public  ^ject Ives  pther 
than  maximizing  the  difference  betvyeen  total  revenues  and  total  co^ts.  Even 
proprietary  institutions  might  be  expected  to  forego  extcn^  profits  while*  pursuing 
"other  pfajecti yes.    These  latter  institutions  are  not  lilcely  to  fee  tightly  con- 
strained by  market  forces.    Hence,  the  scope  for  managerial ^non'-pro/it  behavior 
.  fs  cons ide rap  1e.  -  , 

In  view  of  these  characteristics,  a  more  general  fraraeworlk  of  the  goals,  , 


actlylttes^  and  constraints  of  the  post secondary  Institution  must  be  developed* 

:     •  U    Instltutfonal  Goals  /  ♦ 

The  postsecondary Jnstl tutfon  can  be  viewed  as,  attempting  to  achieve  a 
number  of  partly  overlapping  ^nd  partly  competing  objective^*    One  of  these  — 
'  objectives  might  Include  a  countlnuing  contribution  •to  the  creajiion  of  new  know-^ 

ledge  through  baSfp  research.    Another  Institutional  objective  might  be  providing 

. '         -  ♦  » 

^public  services  In  an  Institutional ly-run  hospital  or  an  agricultural  extension 

-  •  .  ,*  ' 

program*    For  the  most  part,  however,  the  educational  Institution  devotes  the 

largest  share  of  Its  available  resources  to  developing  a  supply  of  tratnecT 

*  •  • 

manpower.    Within  this  broad  mission  of  teaching,  the  institution  may  atten^t 

.  to  achieve  several  go^ls.    Promoting  equaT  educational  opportunity  through  the 
training  of  Increasing  numbers  of  low  incomie  and  mfnorlty  students  is  one  ex- 
ample.   Enhancing  insti tutional^restige  and  quality  through  the  training  of 
relatively  larger *num^er^^ofjT|gh^  abl  1  Ity  students  Is  another.    One  can  imagine, 
wlthi4i  this  broad  mission,  several  other  "enrollment**  goals V-  developing  an 

*  iciternatlonaHy  heterogeneous  student  body;  changing  the  relative  numbers  of 
in-state  or  in-city  s^dents;  altering  the  enrollment  distribution  among  fields 
of  study  (see  Beck- and  Ryan  C1975J).  ,     ^,  . 

Thus,  two  simultaneous  goals  might  be  postulated.    First  the  postsecondary 
.institution  would  attenjpt  to  attract  and  to  enroll  the  greatest  number  of 
quallfUd  applicants.    Second,  the  institution  would  attJ^t  to  at^tract' and  en- 
roll greater^ numbers  of  applicants  from  the  groups  of  students  which  contri- 
bute most  ta^rd  Instt  tytlonal  objectives  (the  "enrollment**  goals  above)  .—'^ 


^Thijs  conceptfon  of  student  types  follows  the  treatmenjt  in  a  nunAer  of  similar 
•studies.  J n  studying  the  provision  of  health  care. in  hospitals,  NeWhouse  [1970]- 
distinguishes  between  "quantity"  (of  beds)  and  "quality"  (of  equipment,  private 
rooms,  etc.).   'Niskanen  [1970],  Higue  and  Belanger  [197^,  and  Williamson  p963] 
agree  that  s6me  discretion  in  pursuing  non^-profit  goals  is  present*  in  a  wicle 
variety  of -institutional  settings.    Their  separate  models  lead  to  different 
hypotheses  about  how  the  discretion  is  exercjsed,  but  this  disagreement  does  not 
alter  the  basic  ptfint:  Inst i tut  Ions  can  pursue  more  than  profit-maximizing  or 
quantity-ma;^  mi  zing  goals.  -  /"    '  ' 


The  assumption  that  the  Institution  does  attempt  to  achieve  these  and 
F^oals  Implies  that  applicants  for  admission  are  ranked  or  sorted  In  * 
"some  fashion  acco>d!ng  to  their  attributes*    Applicants  with  specific  attributes 
are  valued  according  to  their  marginal  contribution  to  Instftutfonal  goals* 
More  formally,  let  U  be  the  objective  function  of  the  Institution,  where  Ej^ 
are  the  numbers  of  enrojled  students  with  specific  atti^Ibut^s, 

•  ♦  -  /  ^ 

The  enrollment  of  an  additional  student  with  attribute  k  provides  a  •'marginal 
return"  In^two  ways.    First,  the  enrollment  contributes  to  the  total  enrollment 

■  ^  '  •  ■  ■    r  '  ' 

goal*    Second,  the  wrollment  contributes  to  meeting  a  specific  objective  or 
to  performing  a  speclffc  Institutional  function. 


2.    Admission  and  Financial  Aid  Off^r  Decisions 

From  the  Institution's  standpoint,  two  steps  precede  the  actual  disbyrs^- 
roent  of  fun/is:  application/admission  and  financial  aid  offer.  *  '  ^ 

In  the  first  step,  InstI tuttofTs  accept  applicants  In  accqpiS^95  with  ad- 
missions poljcy.     In  many  cases,  the  appl leant' must  meet  minimum  academic  standards* 
In  other  Instances,  a  maximum  number  of  out-of-state  or  out-of-  district  applicants 
may  be  admitted,  ^  The  /InstI tut-i On' s  att^pt  to  promote  equal  educational 
opportunity  may  call  for  recruitment  of  minority  and  disadvantaged  students.  Where 
the  po^tsecondary  Institution  has  adopted  an  opert  admissions  policy,  the^sciyje 


of  admissions  decisions  is,  of  course,  greatly  reduced.— 


^/Admis^Ions  and  records  staff  may  stltl  #e  required  to  judge  thg  qualifications 
of  applicants  (e.g*,  high  school  diploma  or  equivalent).    The  more  detailed 
evaluation  of  student  capabilities  and  student  attribute^  would  not  be  necessary, 
however^"  *        *  ^  -  * 
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^      More  generally,  let  th«  number  of  appl  Icants'wlt'h  the  Jc^*^  attribute 

'and  Mj^*  be^he  nianber  of  admitted  applicants^    then,  the  admlsstons  constrafnt  Is 
given  by:  '  ^  *  ,  o  .  j 


In  no  instance  can  the  institution  admit  more  students  6f  a  given  type  \i 
,than  apply* 


Of  the  admitted  applicants,  somjt  proportion  wt  1 1  actually  enroll  •  Miller 
11975]  calls  this  proportion 'the  ^^showrup"  rate,  aj^.  Thus, 


'  (3)  - 

The  show-up  rate,  aj^,  really  represents  ai^aggregate  demand  relationship 
for  potential  students  with, the  k^^  attribute.    The  institution  can  affect  the 
show-up  rate  by  offering  financial  aid  to  reduce  the  nef'prlce"  of  an  enrol  1- 
ment  to  the  family-    While  It  cannot  predict  how  any  sifigle  family  will  respond 
.to  tl?e  aid  offer,  th^  institution  can  es^tlma'te  how  the  financial  aid  offer  [A]  ^y) 
wijl  affect  the  show-up  rate.    Hence,  ,  ^ 


wijl  attBC 

•«,)./( 

Herein 

—      >  0 

(4b)  ^        '^a^  3a,^ 


aj^  «  f  (Aj  ^)  ,  for  all  i  programs, 


(4c)-  '  !!!^  >  , 

•  •  ■ 


ti  Three-^ondltlons  are  Imposed  on -the  "Show-up  V.ate  function  (k) .    First,' a 
fl-nanclal  atd^^rer  will  Increase  the  show-up  rat^Jor  potential  students 
with  attribute  k  (J^a).    Second,  dlff.erent  types  of  financial  aid  can  have 
different  effects  on  the  show-up  rate  (kb)^  Finally^,  different  types  of 

*  "         '  -  •  . 

Students  may  not  respond* to  Identical  aid  offers.  In  the  same  way  (4c). 

^3*    Institutional  Constraints  '  '  ' 

.It*.*  N  .  , 


As  I nj|Dst  behavioral  models  of  this  kind,.. there  .are  <^sts^ associated  ^ 


with  attemf(^^»  reach  the  instl tutj6n's  objectives.    Since  these  costs  In-  ^ 
fluence  admissions  and  flnahdial  aid  decisions,  it  will  be  helpful  to  describe 
^m^^deta  which  Impose  the  costs. ^ 

^ Total  Enrol  1 men tVConstra int.     \n  most  institutions,  the  student  body/ 
size  cannot  Jlbeed  a  giv^n  number  of  students,  E*.    This  upper  bound  on  size 
has,  for  the  most  part,\^^en  defirred  by  the  institution's  physical  capacity. 


fn  some  cas/^,» 


some  cas4s,»  the  total  enrollment  constraint  has  be^  imposed  by  governing 


)ehQ  In 
;urlK.' 


boards,  state  y?r  local  executives,  or  state  legislature^*  While  this  coh- 
stVai/it  was  probably  a  major  influenceein  admissions  and  financial  *aid  practices 
*in  jth'e  middle  and  late  1960*s,  the  general  decline  in  the  rate  of  growth  of 
enrollments  has  Ifkely  diminished  Its  impact.  •  " 

(5)  '  °  ^* '    l^k  ~  *  ^  .  ' 

—       -  '  c  ■  '  ■         -  ^     - .  1-     ■  .    '  -- 

;Tw  sets  of  institutions  might  still  be  .confronting  a  total  enrollment 
constraint.    First,  thQ  very  high  quality  public  and  private •  Instl tutlons  are 


^probably  receiving  fJi^ny  more  appl  icatlojj^s  from  qualified  potential  students  than 
their  facilities  or  Imposed  limitattopr  can  accomodate^  -Second,  the  rapfdly 


expail^ing  commuter  schools       public  community,  and^ocatlonal  school^  and 
urban  state  foti/year  colleges  —  may  be  experiencing  a  growth  In  en^llments^* 
that  sefverely  strains  facilities,  staff ^  and  state  or  local  enrp]MSnt  ^  ^ 
planning  targets.  ^   /  ' 
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TFT 

.       -  •  "  111-7  ..  -  -  ■ 

Instructional  Budget  "CortstraHnt..   Simply  stated",  4/icome  for  Instructional 

 ^- — ~      ~     ;  .  ■  •  ■  • 

purfKSses  ffo(n  tuition,;  fees,  public  subsidies,  and  privfate  sources  must  coyer 
.the/costs  associated  with  this  function.,  >?^ese  funds  .are  Inadequati^ 


unrestricted  funds  which  were  available,  for  student  aid  might- be  diverted  to 
meet  instructional  costs,    in  particular.  Vet  6  -  instructional  costs  per 
student.    Then,'  -  ^  .  ' 

'     M  ■  .  V.  k  H  • 

where  •  .         ^  ^ 

'  '  .    TF-»  statdd  tuition  and  fees'  pe"r  student       ,  / 

G  »  federal  state,  and  local  subsidy  per  ^ 

'   y^^^  student  .      *  .    ,  , 

•  ^'     ^  '  / 

.    f  *  ,   I  =  endovffnent  Income  p^r  student 

•     ^  P  »^ private  gifts  and- bequests  per 

'  student  *  '  , 

'    Note  that  Exp>  the^sum  of  all  fixed-and  var^^ble  exists  on  Jnitruction 
allocated  per  studcsnt,  can  vary  with  the  level  of  total  enrollmeat  (^ee 
0=.  W.-  Verry  Cl976]for  a  discussion' of  Institution*  scale  effects).'  As  Figure  ll-l 
demonstrates,  lncreas"lng  enrollments  up  to      will  peUhlt  scale  economies  and  _ 

,    lower  average  rnstructlonat  costs.    Froomkfn  £13761  hgs  pointed  out,  however, 
that  aBout-aT^frd  of  all  postsecondary 'Inst Itutions  experienced  a  decl  ine  In 
enrollments  from  1970-71  to  1973':7^.    Further,  those  institutions  whichiost  . 
students  also  faced  rising  average  costs  of  Instruction.    While  partly  attrlbu- 
table  to  the  fixed  costjs  faced  by  Ifrstl  tut  ions  In  the  short  run,  these  findings 

'  ^Uo  suggest  a  possible  loss  of  scale  econanfes  (sUdl;ng  below  E^),  wfth  the 

^  accompanying 'ne^d  to  mee^  costs  thrqu§h  tuition  Increases  or  a  reallocation  6f 
Ijis$I tutlonal  funds'.  ^  •  , 

"  On  the  otheV  hyd, -there^is  ipo  Inherent  reason#for  the  Imttltutloh  td 

Voperate.^^t  the  lea'st  cost*enro1  Iment  l%^el .    Indeed,  ai^  noted  above,  so  long 


7 


1 


.r  KU-8 

—  *■  -  %  •* 

Fl^gure  Jli-l 


*  Average^    " , 
•Cost 
of 

Instruction 


-r  \^ 


Average 
^^Instructional 
Cost 
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*         '    _  .  '  Enrollment 

POTENTIAL  SCAL5  ECONOMIES;  AVERAGe\stRUCTIONAL  COSTS  '        '  ' 

/  ^'  '  . 

*    as  funds  are  available  to  »tfit  tfie  associated  c6sts,  the  Institution  may 
'  choose  to  operate ^at  any  enrollment  level  in  attempting  to  pyrsue  inst ftutlonal 
goals.      .         ,        ^  ■  ,  ^ 

Student  Aid  Constraints.    Funds  for  financial  aid  are  received  from  a  * 
Tiumber  of  sources,  both  public  and.  private.    The  distribution  of  these  funds 
is  subject  to  three  simultaneous  constraints:  ^ard  .constraints,  packaging 
constraints,  anrf  budget  constraints.  '  '  / 

.Most  Federa^  aid  programs,-and  a  number  of.  stat^  and  private  programs^,  are 
categoricaK    That  is,  restrictions  may  be  Imposed  to  limit  student  elfgibillty 
^  -and.  award  amounts  of  specif  ic ^student  types.    For  ex^f^  in  1972-73  the 
'Federal  EOG  program  limited  eligibility  to  students  with  annual  family  Income 
-below  $9,000  and  limited  awards  to  one-half  of  the  tbtaTfinancial  aid  pac^^age. 
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Alternatively,  some  state  a4d  and  funds  from  endowments  and  gtft$  kre 
^sentl^-IIy  tinrestricted,  ,*these  funds  can  be  used  to  meet  the  matching  re* 
quirements  4n.the  categorical  programs  or  to  make  awards  subject  to  fnstitutlonal 

.  To  reflect  the  restricted  use  of  some.student^at^  funds,  let  V*  .  ^    be  a 

'vecfoF' of  j  award  cons trilnCs  affecting  the  size   of  award  'tf  students  with 

attrfbute^k  In  the  I^^  student  a\S  program.    Each  element  In  the  vector  reflects 

-  «  *  '  • 

Independent  program  eTlglblUty  arid  award  criteria,  program  matching  requirements 

and  packaging  policy,  etc.   Jf       .   is  the  award  of  financial  ajd  to^the  stu- 

I  ,  K  •  •  ^  ,       ,  , 

•  *  *  '  «  It  * 

dent  with  attribute  k  (where  Aj  is  a  vector  of  I  aid  types  —  grants  (EOG, 
State),  loanjs  (NDSL,  etc.}»  and  work),  the  student  aid  award  can  be  expressed  ' 

as:  • 

(7)    '    -      '         .         Aj'j^  .<'V|  ?j  ,^    for  all  i  and  k. 

'    '  /       ■  i  •  ' 

'where      .  ,  •  .  ■  JT^ 

*i  k  *        ^yp®       financial  aid 

offer  to'tfie  ktb  type  of  student 
(grant,  loan, .or  work;  or,  specific 
program,  sijch  as  EOG,  NDSL) 

^  ^i  j  k  *  j*3ward  constraints  in  the  i^^    >    .  ^ 

student* aid  progrqp  for  the  k^^ 
'   w  .  ,   '  type  of  student. 

Financjal  aid  mi.ght  be  distributed  on  criteria  other  thbn  need  (defined 

^  •  -  *• 

as  total  cost?  of  attendance  <TCj^)  minus  expected  family  contrf-hut Ion*  (PCj^)) ^ 

Butf/ In  almost  every  instance,  the  total  aid  package  will  not- exceed  total 

qpsts  of  attendance..   This  limitation  cap  be  labelled  the  packaging  const  raj  ntL'- 

^represented  as:  * 

for  the  student  with  attribute  k.  .    "  '  .  '  ' 


■  / . 


■■    .         '  in-10  -  -  -     -        ,  • 

—  '  *  «  •  N 

Flffelly,  a  student  aid  budpet  constraint  limits  the  total  disbursements 

that  can  be  made  oV  the  l^*'  ty^e  of  student  aid.    This  constraint  is  5hown  ^ 

(9)  .  E   A     -Ej^  <  B,. 

for^all  i  types  of  student  aid.  , 


C.  The  Student  Aid  Distribution  function 

Conceptually,  the  institution  57111  attenipt  to  enroll  specific  numbers 
of  ^tudents  of  a  given  type  in  striving  to  me^  i^  goal's.    In  practice/  it 
is  the  admissions  staff  and  financial  aidjtaff,  through  4heir  activities,* 
who  Inclement  policies  which  are  intended  to  serve  .the  institution's  objectlve§. 
These  administrators  view  applicants  in  tight  of  their  attributes  and  their 
enrollment  proBabi 1 i ties,  admitting  those  for  whom  the  potential  return  to  the 
InstiJfeUtion  is  greater  than^  the  associated  costs  of  enrollment.    In  this  case, 
the  marginal  return  can  be  defined  as  the  contribution  the  additional 

k^h  type 

of  student  makes  to  institutional  objectives  p\us  any  tuition  income  received* 


3/i  1 


The  costs  include  tuition  waivers  and  other  subsidies  required  to  provide  the 
instructional  re'sources  for  tfhe  enrollment  of  the  student* 

More  formally,  ^maximize  institutional  objectives  {1 ) , *%ubjeQt  to  the  enroll-- 
ment  constraint  (5),  the  instructional  cost  constraint  (6),  the  ^udent  aid 
constraints  (/),  (8)^.'  (9),  and  admissions  'and  offer  constraints  (2)  and  (3). 


% 
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(10)  L  -  U  (E^) 

'     '  -  +  X  (E*  -  ZE^)' 


+  ^  C{TF+G+I+P)'^Ek  -  (^k3 
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♦  ^ 

^        By  assuatng  tJlat  the  admissions  and  aid  offer  constraints  are  not  bfnding*, 

J.  i 

the  partial  der>ivatfves  of  the  Lagrangian  iji.  OO)  can  be'  set  to  zero  to  obtain  ^ 

*  *  '*      j»       '    '  * 

the  first  order  equflibrii^  conditions  for  enr-ol ls>ents  of  specific  types  or 

V^^udents  (see  Appendix  IM-A  for  the  derivet^^n).      ^  .  — 

Of  particular  interest  in  this  study  is  thg  student  aid  d/stribution 
function.    Taking  the  partial  derivative  of  the  Ugrangian  with  respect  to 
'  ®     the  type  of  student  aid  (Aj  j^)"  gives  the  first  order  equilibrium  condition^K^J 
the  distribution  of  student  aid  (see-Apjierfdix  III-A)^  From  this,  the  student 
aid  distribution  function  can  be  described.    That  is,  student  aid  may  en- 
courage greater  nunber's  of, desired  types  o^rtudents  to  enroll;  these  enroll- 
roents  contribute  to  botfi  insf  i^yft-o^ial  objectives  and  iasti*tut{onal  revenues. 
Balanced  against  th^e  benefits  are  the  ad4#d  costs  for  instruction,  space,  and 

student  aid.  *  ' 

i  ,  .  /  ^ 

Subhftting-  this  implied  student  aid  distribution  function  to  ^pirical  test 

* 

»      can  pVovlde  estimates  of  4he  extent  to  which  institutional  and  national  ob- 
jectlves  g/id  constraints  explain  the  financial  aLd  award  to  the-student.  The 
.general  form  of  the  aid  distribution  f4JTictlon  can  be  wr-itten  a«: 

♦  -  {jQ  .    -        .  ■ 


  •  * 

1^       '  k  "  of  financial  aid  offerjto  the  k^^  type  of  student. 

.  *       (grant,  loan,  workj  or,  specific  program,  such-as  EOG,  HDSL)       ^  ' 

"*  , 

Yj^  *     ^sposable  family  incoflie,  excluding  student  earnings 

SATj^  «  student's  SAT  score,  or  other  ability  meas^ire^  . 
,     Rr.  » 5tudent*s  race  '  ^  .  • 

IV 

•  .    Yj^  »  the  ^5ed^an  fa^Lity  incocne  of  irfsti'tutfon      *  ^  ^ 

SAT  »  the  caedian  SAT  of  the  institution  {or  comparable  ability  measures) 
TC|^  »  total  costs  of  attendance     •  '  .  ^ 


> 


A 

PC-  »  expected  parental  contributicm 
^    C  -  instructional  costs  per  student 

stated  tuition  and  fees  per  student 
S»  federal,  state,  and  local  pidjUc  subsidy  per  student, 

I  »  endc^raent  incdoe  per  student 

P  f  .private  gi£ts  andJiequests  pe(-  student 

8.  «  totaf  student  aid  budget  for  i^"  type  of  financial  aid  ,  : 

^^I,j\k  *  progrtpL^guidel  ines  that  restrict  the  ^unt  of  aid  to  a 

particular  type  of  student- (fc^  example,  only  to  "exceptionally* 
^needy;  fuli-time  6n1y;^all  but  Freshtsen).' 

II  »  random  disttirbance  *  .  -  .  ^ 


Briefly,  then,  the  postseojndary  institution  can  be  viewed  as  ysing  student 
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aid  to  reduce  the  net;prices  to  certain  types  of  students  in  order  to  encour^age 
their  enrol ln)ent.    The^nroljment  of  these  types  of  students  (e.g*,  low  income, 
lOinority,  high  ability)  is  considered  *to  enhance  the  institution's  own  goals,  ' 
Howe^^r/the  actual  student  aid  award  Is  constrained  6y  the  limitation  on  total 


•  .  .61 


student  bo^  slze^  the  need  to  meet  the  basic  costs^of  Instruction,  and  . the 
requirements  on  the  dIstrTbutton  of  student  aid. funds* 


f 


.  APPENDIX  lll-A  .       .  i 

*  *  • 

"  Packaging  Student  Aid:  Derivation  of  Effects 
a  * 

A.    The  Analytical  prarnework  ' 


0^ 


L^t  the  institutton*5  ofajectivje  function  be  given  by: 

.where     /  "  'I 

E.  »  enroflments  pf  students  with  ^tribute  k 
The  enrollment  functldi  can  be  represented  by: 

{A.2)         '  .         -  E         «k*'  Ai,k>    ■  ^' 

where  ^  *       ,  '  , 


Hj^  a  the  number  of  applicants  with  attribute  k 

,  Hj^*  «  the  number  of  admitted  applicants  with     ^  \ 

attribute  k  *  '   '  •  . 

A|  }^  =  the        type  of  financial  aid  award  to 
:        *       the  k^^  type  of  admitted  applicant 

-The  enrollment  function  is  limit^  by  applicant  and  admiisions  constraints* 

< 

(A. 2a)  H^*  <.H,^  ^  ^  *        •      !  ' 

(A.2b)     '  .  ^  \*  .  •  ~'     '  '  " 
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This  derivation  draws  closely^ upop  the  development  b^Hiller  [1975]*  and 
related  work  by  Wllllarnst^n  Cl9B3]» 

63 


111-15 


Thfe  f lflanclal_ald  award  is  assumed  to^bffect  the  nun^er  of  admitted 
applicants  who  enrol L  'Letting"  aj^  represent  the  share  of  ajl^tted 
applicants  who  enroll  (tfie  show~up  rate), 


(A.3) 

and 


3aj, 


3A 


i  0 


The  Institution  enrolls  students  subject  to  a  series  of  Institutional 
constraints.    These  are: 


Enrol  Ixnent  Constraint 


(A.  4) 


where 


E"^  »  institutional  enrollment  celling 
Expenditure  Constraint 


(A.5) 


where, 


(TF  +  G  +  i  +  P)  •  EEj^  >    C  . 


TF 
G 
1 
P 
C 


»  stated  tuition-  and  fees  revenues  per  student 
"  government' subsidy' pgr  student-  ^ 
»  endowment  income  per  student  ,  ^ 
»  private  gifts  and  bequest^^^per  student 
■  total  instructional  costs  per  student 
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Student. Aid  ^ard  Constrala^^s- 


where. 


Tt^  »  total  student  costs  of  attendance  (student  budge*t) 


anU 


L  -  •  ■ 

(A. 7)  '  Ai      <  V.  ;  .  ,  for  all  j  constraints 


in  which 


J' 


-         *  '       i  k  *  award  constraint  for  t^e  i^^ 

'         *    type  of  studeAt  aid  to  the  k^h  ^ype  of  student 

* 

Several  of  the  Vj  j  |^  coristralnts  carj  be  specif!^:  * 

■  '  '     '  .  r     ■  '  ■  . 

(A. 7a)    .      -      •        A.  ^  <  b.  •  XTC^  --PCk)  . 

{A. 7b)  _  ^  ■'■P  "  . 

In  the:: equations,  ^  ^ 


bj     «  percent  of  unmet  need  to  be^  funded  In  the  i^^  program 

PCj^    "  expected  ^v^t^X  contribution      ^  ^ 

Ai,k*  *  maximum  dollar  award  to  the  k^^  type  of  student  Jn 
the  1^^  student  aid  program  ^' 


Student  Aid  Budget  Constraint 


(A.8)   .  "     ZA.  1^  •  Ej^  <  B, 


■    - ;     ■-  -  65 
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where--- 


Bj  »  tot^l  student  aid  budget  for- the  l^*^  type 
<5f  student  ^fd^ 


4  » 

4 


*  ^  Assume  that  the  applications  constraint  is-  no^  binding.  Then; 
.LJ^rangian  can  be*formed/?n  which  the  inst i tution^^s  objective  function 
^  (A.lO^.Sis  fliaximized  subject  to'^'constra^lnts  (A, 4)  to  CA-8T: 

(A.9)      '  .       L»U{E^)  ,     .  %■ 

V    -f.  X  (E*  -  EEj,)  *  , 

+      [(TF+G+l+P)-2Ett  -    C  ..EEjJ 
+  111  ff    .  .  [A.  ^  -.V.    '  ] 

^z^iik        -  B.'3 


r 


Subject- to  the  enrollment  function  given  by  (A*3),  the  first -order 
conditions  for  a  maxfn!um  are  obta-iVied  when  the  partial  derivatives  of 


(A.9)  are  set  equal  to  zeK>T--4n^articular, 


(A.  10)    3L_  ^  3U_       •+  X 

'     -      3^k  '  3^k  3 


'   '    ^^k     k-  ^  ^k  ' 


3^k  ,3 


"  9^k     k  3  E. 


iir-18 


3ft^'.3Ek     3ak  3Aj\ 


,   3EEk  > 


3  5ak  ^Ai^k 


3SE, 


f ilL  .  ilk  .  Ht-  .iei^+tf  '  -i—   Ills:  i^ls^ 

3E|c  3aw. 


t3G    -   3Et<  3ak 


=  2E,.  +  G 


«  3SE|, 
-  ■  k 


V-    -  "  3  Ek  *  3ak  •  3Ai^^ 


.  r3C       3Ej^  3ai, 
"  ^W3Ek  •  3a^  •  3Ai^,,  ' 


3ZE, 


ZE.  ^-  "'Ci .  -JS-      3Ejs.  3ai 


SZAr  I, 

+  zr  i 


3  A 


3^E,,     3a,,  3A{-k 


+  ZZZir.  ;  , 
klj  '''J'H 


+  Z?PZEk+  ZA}^k  .  .  3ak  ^ 

'  Uk      k        ^  ^i^j 


Collecting  terms  in  (A. 10), 


(A. 10a) 


3U 
3Ek 


+  <^  r  3TF 
•  L^^k 


r3G 

+  ^l3Ek. 


k  "  .  3  E,, 

3ZEj, 

ZEl  +   G  .  k 
k       ■         3  Eu 


ZE.  +    t  .• 


3ZE, 


3  E,. 


] 
1 


3ZE, 
-  X  k- 
3  El 


ERIC 


Z?ZA 
i  k 


67 


The/frst*balf.  of  equation  (A. lOa) .shows  the  margln'atire'turns  to  thel* 
Institution  from  the  enrollment  of  an  additional  student  with  attribute  fc^ 
The  first  term  represents  the  non-money    objectives  (e.g.,  promoting  equal 
^ucatlonal  oppprtun I ty,  enhancing  institutional  presti^e>.    To  the' extent 
that  low  income,  minority,  or  highly  talented  students'^are  admitted,  one  or  -. 
more  pf  these  hypothesized  obj«$tlves  would  be  furthered. 

TFe  remaining  two  terms  In  th^ first  part  of  (A.lOa)  reflect  rooh^ary 
returns  to  the  institution.    Where  a  larger  enrollment  enables  the 
Institution  to  increase  tuition  and  fee  charges,  income  from  this  s^ur^ 
can  be  increased.    In  addition,  the  extra  student  brings  the  required  stated, 
tuition  and  fees  wieh'him  or  her.    Slmllai'ly,  since  state  and  local  government 
appropriations  are  often  a  function  of  FTE  enrollments,  the  additional  stu- 
^dent  enables  the  institution  to  increase  its  allotment  from  public  funds,, 

.  The  second  half  of  equation  (A.lOa)  refer-s  to  the  marginal  costs 
associated  with  the  enrollment  of  an  addltfonat  studenp  with  attribute  k,     *  ' 
In  the  first  term,  the  marginal  InstructlcTnal  expenses  of  the  Institution 
might  be  affected  (increased  0£  decreased )  •  The  second  term  represents  the  \^ 
capacity  constrainn  the  value  of  a  space  in  the  freshman  class  when  there 
are  flo  vacant  seats.    Finally,  the  additional  student  may  Impose  a  burden 
•on  the  student  aid  budget. 

In  the  shorter  period  of  year  to  year  admissions,  Itisti  tut  Ions'  are  ^ 
a^simied  to  behave  as  If  they  are  attempting  , to  balance  marginal  costs  and 
marginal  returns.    Students  with  the  greatest  net  marginal  return  (net 
of  marginal  costs)  will  be  admitted  first.    Admissions  of  "less  des.irable 
students  will  continue  up  to  the  point  at  which  the  net  marginal  return 
js  zero.  ^1^^ 

When  thfe  terms  in  equation  (A. 11)  ar/e  rearranged,  tb.e  effects  pf 


Sta'dent -aid  -on  the  Insfitutlpnal  enroll/Dents  caa  be  deduced. 

'  •  •  ,    »  .  • 

(AJJai,  -W.    Ilk.     'sak  .--  +  4              3*Ek     3ak            •  "  +     tc  J5_  •  1Il 

*             fk.  '  ^     •             "W'-               fk  3'Ek  '•'S^ 


'  •  *  -        +  ^.  P6  •     3Ek     3ak    '  , 


r  3C_  '1^  3ak  .  -  +  '  e  ^^-k 
L3E^..   •  3ak  '  W.k.  *  k  Kc:    .  3.Ek  ^ 


•f  rfk-^UN<,  !!ii.  !!k  1  'V 
k  ^ 


Vi 


I  ,j 


■  .--ip .   . .  .-.     ■      ?  • 

jjescribed  above,  the  fir^i  half  of  eqiiat^on  (A.Ila)  represents  the 
marg  f  na  Ij:a^jlf7trt^  the' fnsti  tution.    But,  here^the  returns  are  from  the 

th         «f  c^,.^»„;  aid-  to  the  k^*' 


award  of  'an  additional  doll^of  the  -r^"  type  of  s.tujlent 
\ 


•  type  of  ^tudent.    As  the  result  of  the  increment  to  the  award,  Enrollments 

of  students  with  attribute  k  are  Hypothesized  to  increase  with  the  accom- 

—  f 

^     panylng  cpntrffaution  to  both^iparglna,!  returns  and  fnarginal  costs',    in  this 
*  respect,  equation  (AJla)  replicates  (AU^^^^cept  for  the  added  marginal 


^casts  associated  with  malting  the  studen^^^^^rd. 

The  n6w  cost  terms  refer  tp  the  student'"^  award  constraints.  The 


Second  to  the  last  term  reflects  th6  limit  on  student  aid  from  all  sources 
,  to  the  student* s  total  costs  of  attendance*.  Jhe  last  term  represents  the 

■ 

series  of  program  restrictions'  that  liraft  the  amount  of  aid  In^any  given 

program  to  a  student  with  attribute  k.  ^ 
♦    ♦         •  *    '  •  ♦ 

/  B:  ^Determinants  of  Financial  Aid  Awards     :  ^ 

Hyp^otheses  about  the  distribution  of  different  types  of  financial  aid 

to  different  types  of  students  can  be  deduced  from  the  first  order. con- 

-     *  ■« 

dition  describe  by  equation  (A.lla), 
,  Except  for  the  program  restrictions,  the  marginal  costs  of  allocating 

an' additlona/l  dollar  of  the  i^^  type  of  studeq^t  aid  is  the  same  for  all 
k  types  of  students.  '  -  ^  ,  . 

The  marginal  returns,  howeven,  are /hypothesized  to  differ  by  studer^  ^ 
type*    First,  certain  types  of  ^t^^nt^  may  contribute  m^e  toward  the 

V        institution's  non-snoney  goals',     i^p/  '    ^  ' 

/ 

,       \  .  ^ 

(A.12>  '  '  IIL^    3U       k  ?^  -m  •  ' 

'  -     .  3Ek  /  ' 

*  •  * 

-   Here,  student- t^pe  k  might  be  low  income,  minority,  or  in-state  while 

f  I  ^  '     -  . 

studerff  type  ftijcbuid  be  hi^h  incom^,  UQgjority,  or  .out-of-^state. 

Interacting  wtth  the  institut*fon*s  preference  for  certain  types  of 

/  V  '  ,    '  . 

students  .is  the  student's  responsiveness  to  jdifferent  forms  of  financial 

;    '  *  ■'  ■  ;  ,    '        '    .  •      '  ' 

J  , 

aid.     In  particular,  '-.^  ■  . 

'  .  ■      1      '  '      .  .  .  . 


isSj^k       3%  3Ai;Ttf 
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where 

(A,  13a)  Baj,     ^  3aJ^ 


afid 


Her^  ii>creases  In  errrollnfents  of  specific  types  o'f  students  in  response 
to  the  aid  award  will  differ  by  student  type  and 

The  institution  must  link  these ^twa  Influences  together  when ^packagJng 
student  aid.    While  increasing  the  nunjbers  of  low  Income  students  might  be 

,    the  desired  goal,  this  type  of  student  may       less  responsive  to  small  changes 

/■  

in^the  aid  awardjs.    Although  increased  numbers  of  fciigh  income  students  might 

not  be  a  high  priority,  relatively  small  awards  could  be  suffl£,^nt  to 

^trigger  a  large  enrol  liuent,  respbnse.  ^ 

The  separate  effects  are^dlfficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  disentangle, 

i 

.  Yet,  th^  result  of,  JnstI tutional  evaluations  of  students  ^nd  estimates  of 
student  response  can  be  observed ♦     *  . 

other  variables  ioSA.lla)  reflect .coostra ints  on  institutional' 
h^kvior^    Hence,  these  must  be  controlled  in  ^ny  study  of  the  packaging  ^ 
of  aid,  '  in  particular,  the  effects  of  Instructional,  budgets,  student  aid 
budgets,,  and  award^^constraints  mu^t  be  consjdersd.    These  constraints, 
referred  to  above,are  specific  in  the  empirical  estimates  of  Chapter  IV: 
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PACKAGING  FINANCIAL  AID  TO  1972-73  FUU-TIHE  FRESHMEN 


With  the  li-rainatiC'jsrowth  in  student  aid  dollars  over  the  last  10  years, 

•  ^       ^  ■■  '  ■  .    ^  ■ 

the  role  of  th^  p^ostsecondary  Institution  In  allocating  a  large  ^^hare  of  this 
aid  to  students  has  increased 'in  importance..  Since  student  decisions  to  enroll 
are  likely  influenced  by  the  anounts  and  types  of  financial  aid  recei>^,  th^  . 
financial  aid  policies  and  decisions  of  institutions  are  vital- to  tne  insti- 
tuttons  as  well  as  the  students. 

This  chapter  draws  upon  the  institutional  framework  developed  In  Chapter 
Hi  to  explore  tW  determinants  of  financial  aid  awards  to  students*  The 
measurement  of  key  student/ fami  ly  and  insti  jtutipnal  variables  i.s  discussed 
briefly  in  Section  A  Below,    Section  B  contains  a  detailed  description  of  the 
'  types  and  amount^s  of  financial  aid  awarded  to  different  types  of  students.  The 
explorations  in  this  and  the  following  two  chapters  are  primarily  intended  tp 
Illustrate  the  importance  of  student/family  and  Insti tutidnal  variables  In 
determining  the  types  and  amounts  of  financial  aid  received* 

A-      Heasurement^Kthe  Variables' 

The  tables  In  this  chapter  contain  data  taken  from. the  1972  Matlonal 
Longitudinal  Study  Base-Year  and  First -feHow-Up  data  file  (NCES- (1975))  • 
and  the  College  Board  linked  SLS- Insti  tut  lonal  data  base  (Terfison  (1976))* 
A  description  of  how  each  variable  wasr  constructed  Ms  contained  in  an 
appendix  to  this  report.    The  manipulations  used  to  adjust  for  non-response 
'and  reporting  errors  for  financlaj  aid. Items  are  detailed  In  Chapter  II* 


7 


•  \ 


For  flxist  of  the  analysis,  we  timit  the  study  to  ^an^ami nation  of^ald  ■ 
awards  to  1972*73  full-time  freshmen*.    While  this  procedure  ainellorates  some 
of  the  missing  data  difficulties,  as  much  as  one-fjfth  of  the  sample  con- 
tains  no  data  for  several  of  the  student/fami ly  and  institutional  valuables. 
Only  cases  Vflth  available  data  are  included  in  the  distribution;  each  table 

includes  an  estlirat^of  the  share  of  the  unweighted  sample  excluded  due  to 

•» 

missing  data,  .  ^    .  *  ^.  , 

K    Studeijt/Fami ly  Variables        -  '         ,  *  , 

THree, student  and  family  characteristics  are  used  to  distinguish  among 

» 

Students  attending  postsecondary  Institutions.  * 

Family  4ncome:  Low  income  students  wDuld  be  more  1  ikely  to  receive 

financial  aid  from  institutions,  and  to  receive  larger  amounts,  if  institutions 
are  attes^ting  to  attrajcr^  these  students  as  a  commitment  to  equal  educational 
oppoi^iinlty.    Further,  ma^  programs  —  particularly  the  Federal  Office  of 
Education  student  aid  P/o^^^  —  target  aid  on  students  from  low  in<ixne 
families-    Among  others,  we^^  two  factors  suggest  that  family  income  is' 
likely  to  be  a  key  determinant  \in  the  allocation  of  j^id.^   The  interval  • 
estimate  provided  by  the  NLS  res^ndent  (Bas^-Year  It^  89)  is  used  as  the 
measure  of  family  income-    The  ^^J^^Int  of  the  designated  intcfrval  is  taken 
to  be  an  approximate  point -^^tmate  of  the*family*s  income  in  1972.    For'those  pro 
viding  income  data  Jn  the  Fo4g  pf  1973  on  the  Form  B  Fol low-Op,  thlse  point 
.estimates  are  deflated  fay  12  per<;ent.    Family  Income  quartiles  are  established 
from  the  responses  of  all  HUS  sample  men&ers  to  Ba^je-Year  item  89» 

Studerit  Achievement/^i  1  ity:  -SAT^,.     If  Institutiorts  are  atten^}ting  .to 
attract  the  most  able,  motivated  students,,  then  high  afailitir  s'tudents  {as  measured 
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by  their  SAT  scores)  would  be  more  likely  to  receive  aid,  to/eceive  grants, 

J50d  to  receive  larger  amounts  of  aid.  •Achievement/ability  is  gauged  by  an  , 

SAT*equlvalent  score.    Actual  test  scores  were  reported  by  high  school 

counselors  on  the  student *s  School  J;ecord  'Info^rmat ion  Form.    ACT  or  NLS 

test  book  scores  are  converted  to  SAT-equ!val6nt  scores  for  cases  with  no 

♦  •  * 
SAT  score*  ►  , 

Racial/Ethnic  Group;    R^^.    Non-vrfii tes-continue'^o  lag  behind  whites  in 
4their  rate  pf  postsecondary  enrolTment.    Equal  educational  opportun'ity  goals 
wottld  call  for  a  higher  percentage  of  aid  recipients  among  minorities  and 
more  favorable  aid  packages  —  relatively  larger  packages  with  more  grants. 
The  analyses  belcw  employ  the  student-'tdentif ied  racial/ethnic  group  (Base- 
Year  item  83)  to  desdribe  the  allocation  of  aid  to  minorities.    The  eigh^ 
categories  are  condensed  to  four:  vhite,  bjack,  hlspanic  and  other.  The 
"ciher"  cat^ory  includes  A-iierican  Indian  and  Asian-Auerican  students.  . 

2*     Institution  Variables  .  • 

Ten  Institution  variables  are  en^loyed  to  examine  the  patterns  of 

awarding  and  packaging  student  financial  aid.    These  Variables  descrihe^^fte 

* 

characteristics  of  the  student  body,  the  sources  of  institutional  revenue 
available  for  instructional  purposes,  and  the  amounts  and  types  of  student 
aid*  funds.         '        '  '  >        *  ' 

^  /tedian  Family  Jncome;  Y^^    The  f7>£ome  distribution  of  the  student  body 
*  dfffers  among  postsecondary  institutions.    To  the^^^xKht  that  equal  educational 
opportunity  goals  are  being  "met  through  student^Td,  institutions  with  a  ^ 
low^r  median  family  income  would  tend,toteve  a  laf^fer  share  of  aid  re- 
cipients  who-receive,  on  average,  larger  amounts  of  aid  and  more  favorable  .t 
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W  «  f  •  ^ 

paclcages^    Ajse^ure  of  median  family  i/icome  at  each  postsecondary  institution 
Is  calculated  from  data  supplied  to  the  Office  of  Education  on  the  'Tripartite" 
appltcatlon*    Midpoints  are  ^aken  as^the  approximate  point  estimates  for  each  of  the 
four  Income  intervals  and  are  weighted  fay  full-tiroe  equivalent  enrollments. 
The  calculated  1973  median  family  income  is  then  deflated  to  1972  dollars  fay 
12  percent.  ^ 

-      •  0 

Bedicm  Achlevement/Abl  Uty:  SAT^,    The  academic  quality       the  student 

body  also  differs  among  institutions.    The  allocation-  of  aid  according  to** 
the  academic  capability  of  the  ^tudent  body  can  be  used  to  examine  the  ex- 
tent* to  which  student  aid  is  being  used  to  attract  the  good  academic  pro- 
spects  —  "the  sure  bets"  —  to  prestigious  postsecc^dary  institutions*  The 
American  Council  on  Education's  Institutional  Characteristics  file  includes 
the  median  SAT  score  of.  the  enrolled  freshman  class^  vrfiich  will  be  used  as 
a  measure  of  acad^Ic  quality-    SAT-equi valents  are  computed  for  institutions 
with  m^T^^'ACT  scopes  only.     Institutions  with  neither  SAT  nor  ACT  scores 
are  assuned  to  be  non-selective,  and  assigned  an  SAT-equlvalent'^of  37^'- 
(sefe  Radner  and  Miller  (1975) )•    fnst I  tut ions *are  grouped  according  to 
median  equj valent-SAT  score  by  the  categories  developed  In  Radner  and  Miller 
(1375)  anJ  Froooikin  (1375b).    ,  '    •  '  • 

Institution  Racial  Cocrposi tton:  R^.  Predomyjantly  black  Institutions 
serve  the  very  special  needs  of  minority  students.  Using  a  flag  yari-  .  * 
ab.le  indicating  the  predominant  racial/ethnic  composition  of  the  student 
body,  the  differences  In  the  allocation  of  financial  aid  between  black 
Institutions  and  oth^  institutions  can  be  explored.  This  variable 
Is  provided  on  the  Higher  Education  Directory  (HED)  file  (HCES  (197^)).  * 
For  Institutions  not  included  In  the  HED  file,  the  predorainant  race  1^ 


assunied  to  be  white,  '  • 

Tuition  Income;  TF.    Tujtiof\  charges  represerK^  the  najor  source  of  dis- 
cretionary incooe  to  the  i/stTtution.    That  is  tuitio\and  fee  rates  are  most  , 
*  easily  changed  to  meet  riSJng  costs  of  instruction.    Institutions  ijRlch  de- 
pend  heavily  upon  ^tuition  income  might  fipd  it,  necessary       a1 /ocate'greater 
arouhts  of  student  aid  to  a  larger  share  of  the  entering  ful  l-^^5fe  Freshman 
class.    To  examine  this  lirfk,  a  measure  of  tuition  dependence  is  constructed 
as  tfie  share  of  institutional  resources  available  for  instructional  purposes 

(the  instructiorfal  budget)  funded  through  tuition  and  fees.    The  basic  insti- 
tutional reveni/e  data  are  taken  from  the  1973  HEGIS  FTnancial  Statistics  survey 

(HCES  (1974c)).    Hote  that  institution-identified  resources  available  pri- 
ma^rily  for  research  purposes  Off^^iliary  enterprises  are  excluded  from  the' 

instructional  budget  variable,  "  - 

Government  Revenue:  Gt     In 'many  institutions,  subsidies  fr^J  Federal,  ^ 

state,^  and  local  jurisdictions  cover  a  large    share  of  the  instructional 

budget-    While  the  institutions  have  Jfttle  control  over  the  amount  of 

the  subsidies,  tteir  receipt  enables  lower  tuition  charges  .to  students  and 

generally  means  smaller  amounts  of  aid  to  /ewer  members  of  the  entering 

full-time  freshman  class.    A  measure ^of  dependence  on  government  revenue  has 

^been  constructed  as  the  share  of ^revenues  available  for  instructional  purposes 

« 

met  by  government  subsidies.    All  institutional  financial  data  ate  taken  from 

*• 

the  HEGIS  Financial  Characteristics  survey  (HCES  (I97^c)')* 


\ 
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Gift  and  Endowtnent  income:  PSI.  f  Income  from  private  gtfts,  bequests, 
and  endowments  gfeneraliy  represents  the  smallest,  yet  most  discret loriary, 
source  of  revenue  to  the  Institution.    Where  relatively  large  amount*  of 
Income  from  this  source  are  necessary  to  meet  the  instructional  budget, 
institutions -are  less  able  to  allocate  these  funds  to  student  aid.    Of  course 
to  the  extent  that  this. revenue  retards  the  growth  In  direct  student  tuition 
charges,  relatively  sroafTer  amounts  of  student  assistance  to  fewer  students 
will  be  neccissary.    This  association  is  examined  with  a  measure  of  depen- 
dence  on  gift  and  endowment  income*    Calculated  as  the  share  of  institutional 
revenues  available  for  Instructional  purposes  funded"  through  gifts  and  en- 
dowments, this  variable  is  constructed  from  data  provided  In-the^EGIS 
Financial  Characteristics  survey  (NCES ' (197ifc)) •  . 

Pfscretionary  Institutional    Student  Md  Funds:  Bi«    The  institution's 

J' 

-<otal  anount  of  discretionary  a.id  may  serve  to  limit  the  amount  of  aid  and^ 
packaging  of  aid  to  students.    The  institutional  funds  coDtribute  directly 
to  the  total  amount  of  aid  available  and  also  may  be  /Used  to  meet  program* 
matching  requirements.    A  measure  of  discretionary  institutional  student 
aid  Is  taken  directly  from  the  institution's  'fTrlparti te**  application  for 
campus-based  aid  (USOE  .(1972)) .    Where  no  institutional  aid'data  are, present, 

'    V  • 

the. amount  of  student ^a id  graht  expendrtures  from  ^he  HEfilS  Financial 
J,  '  ' 

Characteristics  survey  (NCES  (197^c))  pJus  the  Institution's  share  of  HDSL 

*dlsbursemen;ts  from  the  **Triparti te^\form'  (USOE  (1972))  are  used  instead* 

The  weighted  undergraduate  full-time  equivalent  enrollment  at  the  institution 


Was  used  to  convert  total  funds  to  a  per  student  basis. 

Federal  Student  Aid  Funds;  89,  B3,  Bh-    Of  irt teres tf  in  this  study  are 
the  effedts  of  the  campus-based  Federal  studen^  asststartce  programs.  Taken** 
ft'o©  the  Tripaft^te  appticatTon  (USOE  (1372)),  allocations  of  College  Work- 
Study  (B^),  Initial-Year  Educational  Opportunity  Grants  (83),  and  National 
'  Of rect  Student  Lo^ns  {B4)  are  examined  separately/  The  weighted  under- 
graduate full-tiroe  equivalent  enrollment  was  used  to, convert  the  funds  to, 
a  per  student  basis^    In  1972r  the  EOG  program  provided  the  only  Federal  '* 
Office  of  Education  need-based  grants.    Further,  the  matching  require- 
ments  in  the  EOG  program  were  the  most  restrictive  of  alJ  canqjus-based    ,  • 


programs.    For^both  reasons,  the  effects  of  EOG  funding  on  the  allocation 
and  packaging  of\tudent  ^d  will  be  of  particular  interest. 

B.       Distribution  df  Financial  Aid  to  1972-73  EnterTng  Full-Time  Freshmen  ^ 

Postsecondary  inst itijtion^  package  student  assistance  subject  to  a 
number  of  influencing  stydent,  family,  and  institutional  characteristics. 

The  descriptive  data  which 'follow  portray  the  allocation  of  student  aid  in 
several  ways.     Initially,  we  compare  the  probabilities  of  receiving  aid  (and 
each  type  of  aid  —  grant,  work,  loan,  or  benefit)  associated  with  each  student 
or  institution  attribute.    Based  on  the  numBer  of  respondents  reporting  each* 
type  of  aid,  we  search  for  patterns  in  the  mean  aoxDUnts  received  among  the 
recipient  groups.    ^  *  ' 


in  subsequent  sections,  \te  consTder  variations  in  the  packaging  of#  " 
different  types  of  aid  to  particular  stucJent  and  institution  groups.  .  Ois- 
tributfdn  of  single-type  and  muj tiple-type  aid  packages  are  compared  across 
these  groups,    finally,  we  examine  the  distribution  and  packagitig  of  federal 
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aid.    The  dat^  reveal  Important  differences  in  the  probability  ^ 

of  receiving  some  type  .of  Federal  aid  in  the  aid  package,  solely  or  .combined  with 

^   ^7*  ^ 

^non-Federal  aid.    Beyond  this,  differences  Irt  the  ayerage  amount  of  FedferaK 
'dollars  included  in  typical  packages  fco:  various  student  arid  Institutional  groups 
are  explored.  •  ^  ' 

In  summary,  "Student  and  institution  attributes  appear  to  have  been  associated 
with  the  distribution  of  student  aid  in  1972-73*    Tl|fe  patterns  are  generally 
consistent  with  three  underlying  factors  hypothesized  to  infjuence  the  cfis- 
tribution  of '  student  aid.    Thes.^  factors  are:    providing,  aid  to  disadvantaged 
students  as  a  means  of  approaching  equal  educational  opportunity;  providing  aid 
on  the  basis  of  student' financial  ne^;  and,  providing  aid  on  the  basis  of 
^    institutional  student  a Fd  efforts*   f  ^  .  , 

In  parti cuiar,^^||Sstvantaged  students  —  those  from  low  income  or  minority 
backgrounds  —  tendedS^be  favored  in  the  allocation  of  aid.    These  students 
were  more  likely  to  receive  all  types  of  aid  and  a  greater  total  amount  of  aid* 
-  Dl  sad  van  tagged  students  were  also  most  likely  to  receive  a  package  with  more 
than  one  type  of  aid,  to  receive  Federal  aid,  and  to  receive  larger  amounts  of 
Federal  aid  (specifically.  Federal  grant  and  Col  lege  Work-Study , funds) '  ^ 

.  Of  special* interest  was  the  finding  that,  a.f^  controlling  for  Institu- 
tion  type  and  control,  differences  across  achievement/al)l  1  i ty  groups  in  the 
__4Jtobab41  Ity^of  Jrecelving  roost  types  of  aid  and  In  the  amo4nt  of  aid  disappear.  . 
Much  of  the  observed  differences  In  packaging  and  In  the  distribution  of  _ 
Federal  aid  among  the  student  academic  aptitude  groups  was  accounted  , for  by 
differences  in  students  costs  arjd  available  resources.  • 

  ^    'Second,  the  distribution  of  student  aid  according  to  Institution 

characteristics  tend  to  underline  the  role  of  "financial  need'*  —  defined 

—    ...  •  •  *    .  ' 

as  &sts  of  attendance  less  expected  family  contribution..  The  full-time 


O      '  •  '  7Q 


-     '  .  tV-9  ■ 

freshmeic  enrol  led  at  In^itu^ons.  relying  on  private  tuitions  were  most  likely/ 
to  xecelve  aid  (particulanty  grants  and  loans)  ,.^to  receive  more  than  one  .type  of 
student  ^Id,  and* to  recefve  Federal  aid  (partlcuT^rly  comblned'wi th  aid  from 
non-Federal  sources).    They^also  tended  to  report  larger  amounts  of  each  type* 
of  ald»  .  ♦ 

Finally,  the  availability  of  student  aid  funds  .at  the  Institution  app.eaVed 
to  be  positively  assqclated  with  the  likelihood  of  recetviha  afd  (and*,  to  ^some 
extent.  Federal  ajd)>  but  the  differences  were  not' very  great,'  Since'  InstI* 
tut4onal  funds  were  necessary  to*me^t  matching  requlremeijts,.  some  association 

is  to  be  expected.    The  apparent  weak  assoc4ation  might  be  accounted  for  by  the 

*  /  .  '  * 

relatively  large  share  of"  funds  available  through  non-institutional  channels 

in  1972-73  (such  asL^Federally  Insured  Student  Loans/ Social  Security  benefits, 

and  of f-campus  part-time  work)* 


U    The  Distribution  of  Different  Typ^s  of?Student  Aid  by  Student/ 


Family  Attributed 


^All  three  student/family  attrrbutes  appear  to  be  associajied  with  the 
receipt  and  amounts  of  grants -and  scholarships,  job  earnings,  loans,  an^ 
^raris^r' rffcome  benefits.  -     ^  *  ' 

^Family  Income.  'Almost  all  higher  education  demand  and^enroilroent 

 — '  .       '  ■■ 

"studies  have  identified  family  income  as  a  significant  determinant  of  the.  .. 
enrollment  and  choice  decl-slons  of  students.    Research  fesuUs  from  a  number 
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Off  studies  (EPRC  (1975a) ;  Atelsek  and  Gomberg  (1975) )^eveal^ that  aid  from  particular 
Fdjderat^r^d  state  programs. appears  to  be  targeted  i^n  the  lowest  incoine  groups.  While 
this  general  pattern  Is  consistent  with  tl^e  distribution  of  ajd  among  NLS 
respondents,,  several  of  the  most  Interesting  and  useful  detailed  comparisons 

'  -    ■  i'.  ^  •   ■        •         ■/  •    '  ■ 

should  be  mentfened.  '  V 

First,  althpugh  students  from  the  Jowest  Income  quartlle  were  more 
Hkely  to  receive  each  type,  of  aid,  the  average  amounts  of  aid  to  recipients 
exhibited  a  mixed  pa^ttern  according  to  the  type  of  aid  received.    As  the 
entries  Irj  Table  IV-1  Indicate,  of  low  Income  students  reported  re*^ 

celving  support  from  a  non-family  source*    For  high  income  students,  the 
comparable  recipient  share  is  34,9%.    According  to  these  NLS  respondents, 
low  Income  students  were  three  times  as  likely  to  receive  grants  ^nd  loans,, 
and  five  tf mes -as  likely  to  receive  benefits  from  Federal  transfer  J ncome    '         •  * 
pr^ograms  as  their  high  Income  peers-    The  difference  in  shares  of  students  reporting 
earnings  from  a  tenZ-tlme  job  is  less,  but  still  pronounced  —  30i6%  of  low 
Income  students  compared  to  15.5%  of  high  Income  students-  ,  - 

Only  In  the  average  amount  received  from  all  types  of  aid  did  lower 
Income  recipients  report  larger  sums  than  aided  students  from  higher  In-  . 
come -families.    The. average  loan  to  high  Income  borrowers  of ^$1,156  wa6 
over  $300  larger  than  the  average  $805  received  by  low  Income  borr@r/ers. 

r  '      '  "  ^  m 

The  mean  difference  among  recipients  of  transfer  Income  benefits  measured 
about  $250,  based  on  average  amounts  of  $1,105  and  $787  for  high  Income 
and  low  Income  belief Iclarles,  respectively.    Although  low  Income  grant 

1m.  ^\ 

recipients  recorded  the  largest  average  amount  of  grant  aid.  It  Is  Inter- 
estfng  to  note  that  the  average  grant  of  $833  for  the  highest  income  quartlle 
was  greater  than  the  average  $769  grant  for  the  lower* middle  income  qpartile — I 


Vjhese  compariaons  are  not  statistically  signrficaht  since  the.  averages ^  • 
cbnce^al  a  great  deal  of  the  variation  \r\  th6  reported  amounts.    In  most  instances, 
the  standard. deviations  are  nearly  equal  to  the  calculated  means;  the  variation 
is..iTOt  greatly  reduced  with  income  parti ti on Iiig* 
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•    TABLE  l.V-1  * 

Financial  AiH  Received  by  1972-73'  Entering  Full -Time  Freshmen 
*   .  by  Type  of  Aid  and  Family  Income 


TYPE  OF  AID 


TOTAL  AID  • 

Average  Amount  to 
C:         Aid  Recipients^ 

Percent  Receiving  • 


All  • 
Students 


$l,08'f 
-  (935) 

54:5% 


FAMILY  INCOME  QUARTILES^ 

« 

Low. 


■  $1,267 
76.7%' 


Lower 
Middle 


Upper 
Middle 


Hiah 


$1,083  -       $1-,051      %  9^5 
(980)  (865)      •  (935) 

67.6%     ■-.^'55.'*    .   34. 9%-- 


GRANT 


Average  Amount  to  |^ 
Grant  Recipients 

Percent  Receiving  > 

"-  'y-  ' 

WORK  • 

Average  Amount  to 
•Job  Holde'rs° 

Percent  Receiving 


$  789 
(793) 

■  32.3% 


$  klk 
(A21) 

22.'»% 


$  872- 
(816) 

'  52.4%' 


$-475 
(398) 

■  30.6% 


$.  769 
(85a) 

42.2% 


$  405 
(423) 

27.9% 


$  711 
(661) 

-32.5% 


$  415 
0416) 

23.'*% 


$833     '  ■ 
(895)      *  . 

17'.6%  '• 


$  402 
(437) 

15.5% 


LOAN 


Average  Amount  to 
Loan  Recipients'' 

Percent  Receiving" 


BENEFIT 


Average,- Amount  to 
Belief i claries'*  - 

Percent  Receiving 


$  950 
(575) 

20.3% 


$  854 
.(732) 

5.1% 


$  805 
(492) 


$  787 
(676) 

11 .6% 


$  904 
^570) 


34.6%  28.3% 


$  726 
(549) 

5.4% 


$1,071 
(566) 

20,5% 


$  915 
"  (673) 

'  3.8%. 


$1,156 
(664) 

8.6% 


.$1*,105 
(1,02 J) 

1.9% 


ERLC 


Income  quart! les  calculated  from  student-reported  income  interval  .estimates: 
Low  «  less  than-$7ir500;  Lower  Middle  «  $7,500  to  $10,500;  Upper  Middle  «  $10,500  to 
$15,000;  High  «  Over  $15,000.    Calculated  percents  lexclode  st>jdents  for  whom  no 
Income  estimate  fs  available  (approximately  18%). 


'Average  amounts  calculated  for  those  report inV  type  of  aid.  Standard 
deviations  are  shown  In  parentheses  below  calculated  means. 


Several^  factors  can  accoup^  fof  this  mixed  p^^ttem  among  Income  groups  In  the, 
•average  amount  of  jald  received.  First,  sped f J j:  program  limitations  6n  the  ma^jilmum 
award  levels  might  restrtct-the  amount  received  from  each  type,  (or  soAirc?)*for'.low  . 

Jncome  Student?.—    This  would  also  be  true  If  Institutions  package  several  types 

,«  t-    *  .         *  . 

*  of  aid  In  meeting  a  student's  need.  Second,  some  programs  do  not  emplpy  nged-based 
^alloca'tlon  criteria.    This  Is  particularly  true  In  the  transfer  Income  programs. 


4^ 

9 


as  SociSJ  Security,  In  which  benefits  are  based  qn  the  past  earnings  of  the 

deceased  or  disabled  worker.  '  Among  Social  Security  benef IcIapleSv,  those  from 

higher  income  families  would  . likely  receive  Targer  average  benefits'.  ^  Finely,  f_ 

the  many^student  aid  programs  which  base  eligibility  for  af^d  amounts  of  awards  on 

"need*^  are  sensltlve^^o  student  costs  of  attendance  as^wefl  as  fam41y  Income •  To 

the^tent  th&t  highen  Income  students  are  more  likely  to  a"t^d  higher  cost. 

Institutions,  the  average  "need**  —  deflned^as  student  costs  of  attendance  "less  - 

pected  fafaily  contribution      might  be  more  nearly  the  §ame  across  Income  groupst 
*   ^"^-^  '         '  .  ♦  ^ 

The  receipt. and  average  amount  of  aid  within  a  glv^n  Income  qu^rtlle' 

do  appear 'to  have  been  iSluenced  b.^  the  type  and  control  of  the  Institution  attlnded.J 
r?lversally,  wlthfn  each-income  group,  studentsJ'Sttendtng  private  four-year  - 
;:ol  leges  were  more  likely  to  report  receiving  aid  th^  st^kfents  enj^j^lled"  \ 


at^other. types  ,0^  l^nstl  tiltlons.    for  example,  whj  l-e^l  Ightly  over  three- 
fourths  of  all,  low  income  students,  i^^^gd  recefvlna  so(he''fo^'of  ^InarJclal 
Jid,  pearly  90?  of  the  low  Incomfe  sttidents  aX  private  cone;^es  Mdentif  Ig^ 
^VtRfmlelves  as  aid  jreclpients.  *  SIml  larly,  over  twoVflf trt^^'of  .the  high  Income 
'  ''^studenty^nrolled  at^  private  col  leges 'refport'ed  recenvl-t^g  fj^gsfticia^l  .aid  com- 
'    pared  to\r3^.d:5  rtatlplent  €hare  tfor^ all  hijhslncome^tudents.    The  pattern 
,  was  repeated  for  ev^ry  type  of  aid  (althougTi  the  di^ferepces^re.noj:  as. 


'V 
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_/^or  exampler^EOG  awards  and  Guaranteed  Student  Loans  could  not  exceerd  $1,000 
^nd  College  Work-Study  Jobs  wer^e  limited  to  20  hodrs  per  Wfeek  In  th^  1972-73* 
academit  y?ar/  *   *  -  ^  *  ^  •  .1  * 

.'/The  data  are  presented  In  the  .appendices,  T^e  ^-i  ^tcf'A-^and  B-1  to 

83^   ■  ■'■  " 


marked  for  job '  holder^  or  loan*  recipients)        ,   /     *      '  ^ 

.  \  Further/^  af^te^xrontrol  11  figf  feu*  incofne,  .altJ  .reci,pfents  at  ^private  colleges 


^  Further/^af.t^ 

.  tended  to  report  ^he  largest  amounts  for  ^^dH  type  of 'afd._.^r  ^exami^le^i^^ 


average  Idtal^  alfl  ranged  frc^$^,267  /_6r  low  In<ionie  aj.d  recipients  to  ^ 
foil  Income  aid  recjpf€Sh\s,  t>e  comparable^  average  afd  reported  by  low  and 

.high  fncome  rjeclpients  attending  private  college^  was  $2,23^J  and  $1,370/ re- 

/  ,     ^.  \       -  . 

spectlvely^  '  A  similar  p^tftern  emerged^  f^r  recipients  of  grants  and  schdlar- 

shfps.       /      ■  ,^  .   '  '  *  ■ 

'''■/-"'•  •         '  -■    '  - 

-   of  ail  types- of  aid,  Jhe  receipt^f ^term-time  earnings  and  benefits 

•   V/  ^    '  *  '    \'   •  ■   '  -  '  ■ 

v^rthin  each  income  group  appears  tp  .be  _\^east  influenced,  by  the™ype,and 
contro^l  of  tpt^  institution  attencled'.^  That  4s,^1972-73  low  Income 'students  at'* 
privaie  four-year  colleges  were  almosf^twice  as  likely  to  receive  grants  and  • 
ovtr  three  times  as  1  ikely**t?>^5gceive  loans..^  t&w  income  students  at  public 


twp-year  coMeges.    HoweVer,  low  income  students  were  about  equally  likely"  to 

4    .        .    ■■■  ^ 

receive  transfer  income  benefits  and  only  si  Ightf^y  more  likely  to  .report 

earnings  from  a  term-time  job  If  enroll  led  at  a  private, four-year  college  as 

'opposed  to  a,  public  two-year  ^institution,—     Within  each  income  quartile-,  the 

differences  in  average  amounts  of  earnings  and  benefits  according, to  type  of 

i-nsti  tut  ion  were  less  pronounced  as  weW^    For  example,  the  earninos  reported' 

by  job  holders  average  a^^t  $500  in  the  low  Income  group,  regardless  of  where 
^  •  * 

the  student  worker^^was  enrolled.  -    <  • 


The  observed  patterns,  are  generally  consistent  with  several  complementary 
explanations  reported* elsewhere.   .1^1  rst,  as  mentioned  above,  the  relatively 
larger  costs  of  attendance^  of  private  co^lleges  translate .  into  greiSter  oe^  ^ 

-      .  •  \  *  .      *       ■    .        -"^  ^ 

♦   y   ;  .     '    _ .  • 

_/A  similar  narrowins  of  recfpfent  shares  for  job  ho1ders,-3nd  bene/iciafies 
compared  to  grant  and,  loan  recipients  occur  among  high  i ncomq^tudents. 


for  students  at  these  Institutions*  'Coupled  witTi  this,  the  relatively  better  _ 
staffed  financlaj  aid  off?ces*and  better  funded  institutional  ajd  programs 
at  pftvate  c^Heges  can  account  for  the  larger  share?^ of  Vecjp tents ♦  Second,, 

the  greater  costs  of  attendance  at  private  colleges  requjre  greater  amouhfe 

*<" 

(and,  to  some  extent,  ^re  type4)  of  student,  aid.    Allocating  gran^  and  loan 
aW  to  meet  th^  higher  tuition  charges  would  then  also  be  consistent  with  tlfe 
observed  distribution.    Finaily,  students  are  probably  less  dependent  on  financial 

a Fd  offices  for  work'opportuni ties' and  transfer  Income  benefits.  Hence, 

"   '   *   ^    ^        '       V'    '  ^       ^  ^      '  '      \      '  ^   ,  ''^ 

differences  in  financial  aid  st^f  among  the  institutional  Rectors  sHSoid.  have 


listributnpn  of  teria^ime  earnings 


a  smaller  imjpact  on  the  distributnpn  of  teria^ime  earnings  and  benefit^.— 

Finally, 'in  the  non-collegiate  sector#^i:Re  observed  patterns  are  some- r 

^        _        ■  " — 
what  different.    Across  all  Income  groups,  students  at  vocational  school-s 

were  among  the  least  likely  to  receive  any^type  pf  aid.—  .  Student^at tending 

pro^fietary  schoqls  appeared  to  /afe, quite  well  in*receipt  of  aid.  After 

students  enrolled  at  private  colljsges,  students  at  proprietary  schools  were  - 

among  those  roost  likely  to  recerve^N^ome  type  of  financial  a.M.^  These/stu- 

dents  rated  an  equal  chance  of  receiving  earnings *and  loan  funds^as  their 

'relatively  lower  income  peers,  and  s^^6iSi  a  better  chance  to  receive  this 

aid  than  did  their^ relatively  hi^h  income  peers,  at  public  four-year  iii^ti- 

tutions. 

^    ^  Average  amcwrts  of  aid' to  recipients  at  proprietary  schools  varied 
little  across  incone  quartlles.  •  In  terms  of  total  ^id,  proprietary  school 
recipients  reportea,  on  average,  over  $U,000  in  aid.    Proprietary  school 


*  *  * 


^_/See*SladIeax  (1975)  for  a.  disdusslon  of  this  pomt.    Further,  he  fJnds^that  ^ 
public  two-year  ^olj^ges  are  more  likely  to  participate  In  the  /ederal  College  ♦ 
Vfork-Stucl^progl-ara^  than'  in  the  other  campus-based  student  aid  programs.. 

The  exceptions  are:  (1)  high  Income  vpcation'Sl  student^  receiving  most  types 
aid;  and  (2),'  low  indome  students  reporting  benefits,  accounting  ^f  or  41 -JS?  of  ^ 
vdcatlonal  studente^  '     ^*  ^     •  • 


^  borrowers  also  averaged  oyer '$1,000  in  each  InMne  quart! le.    In  general,  ^  ' 
"  the  receipt  and  average  amounts  of  financial 'aid  to  proprietary  studeafei  ap- 
pear to  have  varfed  the  least  of  all  ihstltutlorr  types  across  mcortje^uartiles. 

•  Stuti^t  Achievement/Ability.    Much  has  been  written  about  e^Juatlng  the  \ 

•  *       *  "  '*  , ' 

*  effects  of  allocating  public  fun4s  to  subsidize  students.    Some  hjave  argued 

that  aid  awards. should  be  made  to  the  most  able,  rootivated^students  (as 

^  measured  by  SAT  score),  to  maximize  the  results  of  spending*  public  student 

aid  funds  (see  Herrett  ,(1967)).    Others  have  contende^J  that  aid  should  be 

directed  to  the  less  able  students  who  may  experience  rel^tlvely  high  rates 

of  return  to  postsecondary  training  (Rivlin  (1970')).    Many  have  assumed  that 

the  current  emphasis  on  need-based  aid  diverts  student  aid^.,.fui^ds  from  less 

needy,  abje  students ,  but  the  available  evidence  contracffcts  the  general 

assumption.  Vhe  Cartter  Panel- on  Student  Financial  Need  Analysis  (Collesp 

Entrance  Examihatton  Board  (1971))  reported  in  the  results  of  a  study  of 

1369-70  students\»at:         '  ^  '  ^'  . 


.  "...average  tot^l  aid  per  enrolled  student 
Increased  $78^or  every  100  poiat  fticrease 
in  average  Scholastic  Aptitude  Test  <SAT)  . 
scores^.," 


more  recent  study  of  1972*73  freshman  financial  aid  appfi^nts  found  thstt 

1 student  aid  is  disproportionately  offered  to  the  most'abf^  students  (Udnes^ 
/  .....  .J  < 

(1975)).    The  responses  of .1972-73  entering  ful i-time^ freshmen  in  the  HLS 

survey,  summarized  in  Table  generally  mirror  these  research  results.  But, 

important  differences  do  emerge.  d  • 

Host  notably,  the  highest,  achiev^eat/abi  If  ty  students  were  most  J  ikely- 

to^  receive  some  form  of  financial  aid;  an^  particularly^  to  receive  grant 
•  •*  ^  ^  ^  •  «  * 

aid.*  The  61.6^  share  of  aid  recipients  in  the  highest  achievement/abi  1  i ty, 
•group  was  one-fifth  larger  than  the  share  of  a^d  ^ipients^in  the  loje^er 
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•  •  •  /TABLE  IV^2    .  .    *  .  * 

Financial  Aij>Received  by  1972-73  Entering  Ful 1 -time  Freshmen 


^P.E  OF  AID- 

>  -> 

)  ■ 

S,T0^T'ACHIEYEMEHT/A8IL1TY  GROUPS^ 

• 

•  An" 

students 

Lower' 
Hjddle 

Upper 
Middle 

*             TOTAL  AIO^ 

Average  Amount  to 
'  »  '      '  Aid  Reeiplents'^  * 

$l,08if 
(935) 

•  $  962 
(813) 

$1,099- 
(888) 

$1,150:-^ 
(1,024) 

.  $1,288 
(.1,091) 

Precent  Receiving 

52.8? 

52.2?  • 

•  ^2.2? 

61- ..6% 

GRAHT  ' 

- 

^     Mvera^e  Acapunt  to 
Grant  Recipients 

$  789 
(793) 

(62ifr'' 

-  $  777^ 

$  768 
"1877) 

$  982 
(910) 

y 

Percent  Receiving 

32.5? 

.    25.6?  = 

-  31.2? 

36.3? 

46.7? 

WORK 

- 

Average  Anouht  to. 
.  .  *  Job  'Holders'*  * 

$.   i»50  . 
(455) 

$  408 
(356) 

%  430 
(429) 

(368) 

Percent  ReceiVing 

22. k% 

24.4? 

20.6? 

20.1?  ' 

21.9? 

LOAN 

• 

■ 

* 

t 

Average  Amount  to 
.  •     Lo^rf' Recipients^ 

■  950 
(575) 

$   921.  . 
(506) 

$,  980  • 
.     (569)  . 

$  968 
(562) 

%  357^ 
(711) 

^  Percen  t .  Rece  \  >^1  ng  ^ 

.      ,  20.3%" 
•  < 

-  19.0? 

•22.1? 

19.8? 

22.7? 

w 

♦    '  RPMPP IT 

.pcncr  J  1 

♦ 

,  *  « 

*  • 

Average  Anount  to 
'  ✓         *  Beneficiaries" 

$  85V 
•  (732) 

$   833  \ 
(762) 

.  $. 'm' :  ' 
J4ai) 

$   998  . 
(764) 

$1,042 
(855) 

Percent  Rec^ving 

'    '..  5.1? 

\ 

1 

.5..1?'  . 

• 

.•:"V.3?! 
"v. 

5.4^ 

I  ,3^^  sfjowR'Ia  parpth'eses  belpw  calculated  me^ns^       4  ^  ' 


^Studen,ts  are  grouped  according  to  SAT-equivalent  score:/Low     }es5  than  800;  .  '  ^ 
Lower  Hlddl^V^PO  to  950;  UppecJ^iddle  -  950^to  1,100;  Hlghl-  Over.  1 , 100. _  Calculated 
lude  students  for.v^lKxii  no  SAJ-eqat^^a lent 'score  Is 'avai  lable  (apprpxr* 

f  .     •  f  "  ■ . 

''^     Averag?  apountfs  calculated  for  thosc^e^prtlng Jtype.of  aid*.  ^Standard  deviations 


percen ts  exc 
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achievement/ability  groups*  *  Tfie  highest  achievement/ability  studeijts  were  al- 
most twice  as  likely  to  receive  grants  as  their  lowest  achievement/ability  peers. 
Average  total  aid  reported  by  recipients  in  the  highest  achiev^iaiit/abll j ty  group 
al SQ  exceed  the  comparable  laeasure  for  lowest  achievejoent/abil i ty  students  ~ 
,$1,288  compared  to  $362,    High,  achievement/ability  grant  recipients  reported  au^ 
award  of^$982y  again  an  aobunt  greater  than  the  $679  sum  reported' by  grant 
reclg^ts  in  t^e  lowest , group.    This  pattern  disappeared  for  student  workers 
anoHudent  bprrowers,  where  the  recipient  shares  and  average  acnounts  received 
w^re  virtually  the  same  across  achieveiDent/abi  1  i ty  groups. 

Significantly,  the  distribution  of  students  sDong  pdstsecondary  Insti ti^ ions  ag& in 
accounted* for  much  of  the  observed  pattern  of  slightly  larger  recipient  shares 
and  average  awards  in  the  high  achievesent/afal  1  i ty  group^^Within  each  insti- 
tutional  sector,  low  and  high  ability  students  were  about  equally  Hk^ly  to  , 
receive  ai"d,  from  a  noir-family  source. "4n  particular,  about  $5%  of  private 
four-year  (Allege  full-time  fresfvnen  in  *each  achieveoent/abi  1 1 tfy  group  re-  _ 
;    ported,  receiving  ajd.    Comparable  figures  for  public  four^ear  and  public  two- 
'  y€tar  full-time  freshmen  are  55?  and  M^l^^ respectively.    'Since  students  attending 
private  four-year  colleges  formed  a  iClatively  larger  Share  of  the  high  achieve- 

Sient/abi  1  ity  group,  a  larger  share  of  aid  students  receiving  larger  average 
•  *■  ,     •  * 

amounts  of  aid  in  that  grou^  appeared.—^  '  ,  ♦ 

Therefore,  the  likelihood  of  receivfng  aid  appeared  to  be  more  iafluenced 
^     by  the  type  of  institution  attended  than  by  student  achleveni»nt/abll ity .  Higher 
ability  students  enroHed^in  high  cost  institutions  would  demonstrate 
greater  need*' for  aid' and  also  benefit  fp^^a  better- staffed  insti tutlopal 

student  aid  offices  and  "better- funded  institutional  studect  a!d  programs. 

.   ^  *      "  »  -    )  . 


\ 


^/The-'dtstrlbutions  by  institutional,  sector  are  included  in  the  appendices,  Tabje. 
A-6'toA-lO    and.B-6  to  B-IO  ;  . 


— ^    ^yihe  increase  In  prfvate  four-year  college  reprfesen^tatlon  is  rnarked,  ?;anging 
Q   '     from  13?  of  the  low  achievement/abi  1  ity  Qroup^  to'  3^  of -"the  hlgbest  group. 

■■  ERIC     -    -  ■  -        ..  .  ■ 


'  Difference  In  tjbese  Institutional  factors  were  prdbably  most  Important  In 
accounting  for  the  ^distribution  of  total  aid,  aod  f^art rculariy  grants  and 
5ch^arships.    they  would       les^ -Tmpof tant  jn-the  allocation  of  earnings 
from  part-tliSe  jobs  or  loans.    Consistent  j^ith  this  hypothesis,  the  pfo- 
bability  of  receiving  support  from  a  ternrtiro^  job  was  quite  simila^  within- 
achfevesjent/afai  1  ity  groups,  regardless  of  the  type  of  Instllutlc^  attended.-^ 

,  jffawever,  full-time  .freshsjen  at  private  four-year  collies  were  about  twice 
as  likely  to  report  grants  as  their  equaJ  ability  peers  at  public  two-year 
col  leges. 


Racial/gthoic  €r(>up,  *  Census  and  BLS  data  continue  to  show  that'  postseconliary 
enrollment  rptes  for  minorities  ^re  less  than  for  majority  students.     (U.Sa  Bxi^eau 
^  Uborfstatistics  (197^)T  UVSv  Bureau  of  the  C^sus  0976)).    The.fnore  recent ^^ 


-  evidence  seaus^  saggjsst  that  these  di ffe'rences  are*pfH^rIIy  associated_Jrfitli_inco©e 

 Xatherlthan  de  facto  socigl  barrief^..  It_js  evidently  now.  a' fact  that^black  and  _ 

white  high  school  graduates  f^om  low  income  families  ire  equally  likely  to  attend 
college"the  next  fall.    But,^  the  majority  of  blac'fe  highschool  graduates  J^>^  *f<^ 
'low  Income  families.    Thus  concentration  n^ns  that  the  overall  enroUroent  rate 
for  blacks  and  other  minorities  lags  behind. the  rate  for  major jtYjswfudents.  Ag^in, 
most  /ecent  student  surveys  tend  to  show  that  minori ties^are  u4<e  likely  to  re-^  ' 

\  :  '        '  -    L        V'       .  ^ 

.  celve  financial  al^  —  and  io  larger  amounts  —  Ihan  major  i  ty  ^#«Wents.    Ant>ng  HIS  ' 
respondents,  the  receipt  and  amount  of  aid  appeared  to  be  influenced  T)y  the  type 


of  fnstttution  Attended  as  well.  >^ 


Generally,  minorities  were  more  likely  to  recefve  any  type  of  fin3n<;.ial 


VAbout  a  quarter  Of  low.  achieve^nent/abl  I  i  ty  students  reported  term-time  earnings 
of  $A09/;ito  §500  within  each  institutional  sector.  .The  share  of  workers  tn  the 
high  ability  group  measured  15 -to  25, percent,  with  average  earplngs  pf  $250  to  §350» 

d     •      '         '      •    •■  '  89 


^4 

ft 


aid  than  majorll^y  ftrll-time  freshmen*  .An  estimated  69*6^  of  blacks  and  68*6?  of 
hispantc  students  reported  receiving  some  aid,  compared  to  a  52.2%  recipient  share 
among  majority  students.  'The  data  presented  in  Table  IV-3  reveal  that  this  pattern; 
was  repeated  among  the.  V^^^*"^^  types  of  student  aid.    However,  thte  minorities 

ap4>eared  to  be  relatively  more  likely  to  receive  aid  generally  available  from  non- 

^  *  •  ^  

institutional  sources.'    For  example,  while  Blacks, were. aBout  dl^e-thii^d  more 

likely  io  report  J-ecetving  grants,  they  were  alcaost  twice  as  likely  to  have 

received  a  loan  as  their  white  p^ers  [37-3%  cocapared  to  ^For 

mo|t  types  of  aid,  minori.ties  enrolled  at  public  fc#r-year  institutions  were 

relwively  more  likely  td  report  receivijig  support  than, majority  student-s. 

In  particular,  the  33%  share  of  minority  public  four-year  student  workers 

and  the  39% 'share  of  minority  public  Four-year  student  borrowers  were  about 

twice  the  shares  of  majority  public  four-year  workers  and  borrqjr/ers.    Within      •  • 

eaclT  racial^thpic~group,  however^,  ful  l-TTmenpreshSeirat tending  private 

four-year  colleges  were  more-  likely  to  receive  each  type  of  alti. 

Minority  recipients  reported  the  largest  amounts  of  total  aid  and  grants.  < 
'As  evidenced  in  Table  IV-3,  the  $^379  average  total  aTd  reported  t)y  blacks  was 
over  $300  greater  tha?)  the  averse  $1,052  in.  aid  to  white  students.  The 
mean  diff^nce  m^sured  about  $3^0  among*  grant  recipients,  JbasedCon  ayerage_^ 
gVants  of  $1,092  to  blacks  and  $7^^  to  whit^  students.  *  Average  amoCints.  of 
other  types  of  aid  to  blacks  were  more  nearty.  equal  to  (or  less  than)  the  average  , 
anjounts  reported  by  white  students.    Wh(le* the"^verage  amounts  *i*eceived  within  all 
institutional  sectors  mirror^  the  overall  pattern,  the 'relative  differences  amon'g 
private  four-year,  college  freshm^  were  more 'pronounced.    Foi>^^^mple,  the  average 
grant  received  by  black  freshm^  was^^  pei^cfent' greater  than  the  avis^ge  reported, 
by  white  gran?  recipients;  3morig>pri vate  fourjy.ear  co.llege  grant  reclpfe^fe,  the 
difference  in  average  awards  between  the  ty^j  raciaT/ethn^c  groups  increased  to  , 


/       •  TABLE  IV-3       '  ■■ 

Financial  Aid  Received  by  •1972''73rEnterIng  Fu11-t!roe  Freshmen 
by  Type  of  Aid  and  Racial /Ethnic  6roup 


TYPE  OF  AlP 


\  ■ 


TOTj^AID 

Average,  Anounl  to 
,  Aid  Recipients'' 

Percent  .Receiving 


'  '  ."  •    RACIAL/ETHNij:  GRfUP^ 

.      All-     '  . 
Students  ,  'White  Black 


$l508'f, 
(935) 


$1,052  '  $1,379 
(915)  .(996) 


Hispanic 


$1 ,108 

my 


52.2^        69.6%--.'  -SS.S^- 


Other 


51,272  . 
.(1,225) 

58.2%- 


GRAHT 


Average  Anount  vto 
'  Srant^Recipients^ 

Percent  Receiving 


(793) 
,  32.3% 


.  (750) 
31. U 


$1,092- 
(9^2) 

k\.k% 


$  851 
(768) 

42.9% 


$1,102 

(i,m) 

3a- 3%' 


 WORK 


Average"  Anount  to 
Job  Holders^  ^ 


Percent  Receiving 

*  ■ ; ) 

LOAH  '  j- 

Average  Amount  to 
Loan  Recipient^" 

P.ercent  Receiving 


$  klk 

m.) 


%  950 
•(575) 

20.3% 


I,  417 
*(4r5) 

>  21.4% 


.%  577 
(588) 

18.8% 


$  497 
(392) 

32.2% 


$  825 
(485) 

37.3% 


$  333 
(248) 

26.5% 


$  877 
•  (533) 

28.5%  . 


$  519 
/  (638)- 

26.7% 


%  918 
(598) 

18.5% 


$  854 
j732) 

5.'r% 


$   900      $    615        $  7^2 
(766)        (500)   ,  '  (4-75) 


5.0? 


'6.3% 


7.4% 


$  44a 
'(264)' 

•2-i% 


BgHEFlT      .  ;   . 

Average  ftriount  to  , 
•     .  Beneficiarlfes°-- — 

Percent  Receiving^ 

\     *  ,  '  , 

a       *  ... 
Students        grouped  ^according  to  self-identff  led  racial/ethnic  category*  Ot"her 
cat^bfy,  Incladis  Anenican  Indian  and  Asian-An^rican  students.   Xalc^ilated  percents  ex- 
\  dude  students  for  wb^  no  racial/ethnic  identification  Is  available  (apprbxiroately  1%) 

Average  iiribunts. calculated  for  those  r^^^>orting  type  of  aid.    Standard  deviations 
4ire'.5hown  in  parentheses*  below  calculated  meafts,. '  V        '  . 

  =  ^_     _  -,     .  .    .  ^  .  ,  ,  -  »     ,   /         -      .  -  >v  '^■C  -  - 


It  Is  Interesting  to  note  that  for  full-time  freshen  attending  pro- 
priptary  schools,the  probability  of  retelvfTig-n)o%t  types  of  aid-^Jd  nek  vary 
substantially  across' the  raclal/ethalc  groups*    Only^afhong  loan  recipient's,  ^ 

vrfiere  blackswere  over  one7third  more  llkety  to  borrow, ^did  the  recipient 

>  *  •  * . 

shares  differ.    Average  ainounts  of  aid^repor^^d  for y6ach  ?Id  type  are  also 

1        \       •     .      .    '        t'  *  *  ^  '  •  ^ 

quite  similar  among  the  racial/eBhnic'grbups.  ^  \ 

Since  minority  studentSj^tend  jfio  come  from  low  Income  families,  it  should  ndt 
,    *  "  •  •  *  / 

be  surprfsing  that  the  comparisons  just  presented  mfrror  the  observed  Allocation 
oLaid  ^y  family  l/icome.    But,  although  minorities  tended  to  fare  better  than  . 
majority  students  in  jseceiving  aid,  sizeable  differences  in  the  shares* of  recipients 
and  Average  amounts  of  aid  received  are  evidenced  according  to  the  ^type  and  control  . 
of  the  institution  attended  (see  appendix  tables  A-11  to  A- IS  and  B-11  to  B-15). 


2.^  Disitribjufc4o]>/^  Different  Types  of  Student  Aid  by  Institutional 
'       ^  Attributes" 

Institutions  differ  In  the  types       students  they  serve  and  in  t^e 

methods  of  financing  thejr  instructional  costs.     In  the  former  instancy,  thes^  ^ 

differences  emerge  among  the  same  attributes  discussed  above:  medlarr^^amily  — 

income,  median  student  achievement/abll ity,  and  predominant  racial  group  at  * 

the  Institution.    Institutions  differ  in  methods,  of  financing  p^rsar^Ty^in 

the  amounts  of  instructional  costs  supported  througti  publ  Ic  Instf  tutlonalv 

subsidies  as  opposed  to  private  student  -^itlons  or  endowment  and  gift  In-*  * 

m  .  \ 

comes.    Finally,  Iristltutioital  pacicaging  o/  student  aid  Is  .enhanced  wl  th  the 

availability  of  fun^s  eanft^^ed  for  this  purpose.    All  these  var.lab^es ^can  affect 

the  al  location;' of  student  aid  among  different  types  of -students. 

htedfanfcJWnl ly  Income  of  Stud^rfts*.    Because  of  geographic  location, 
academl-c:  and  vocational  offerings,  or  Individual  preference,  some  Institutions' 


tend  tfo  enroll  students  f rora^relatlvely  lower  ^or  relaflv^ly  higher)  int&me 
families* ~  in  Table  lV-4,  NLS  respondents  have  been  grouped  according  to  the  njedian 
family  tncome  of  the  postsecondary  institution  they  ^tended.    These  "gro,ups' re-  ^ 
fleeted  qui^e  different  type^^pf  Institutions*.    Seventy-five  perceiit  oKthe  "low 
incoroe*^  groupf^;^  example/were  enrolled  at  public  lostltutlc^  (nearly  one-half 

-  attending  public  two-year  Instl tutionsL    The  "upper  middle  Income"  group  was  almost 
aitlrely  composed  of  equaJ  shares  f|om  public  ^ur-year  and  pr I yate  four-year 
Institutions  t^e  weighted. counts  In  Appendix  A,  Table  A-16)., 

Jt  appears  that^^lth  the  exception  of  grants  and  loans'^  ^  '  ^ 

-  students  attending  "low  income"  tnstltutlojj^s  were  slTghtly  more  likely  to  receive 
each  type  of  aid.    T)iis'*patter«r  is  even  more  pronounced  within  .Institutional  sectors. 
For  example;  while  58,0?  of  studeiyts  attending  "low  income"  institutions  and  55»3?  . 

'    of  those  enrolled  at  "upper  ifii^^  income"  instl  tut  Ions- reported  receiving  some 

form  of  student  aid,  the  corresponding  shares  among  private  four-year  college 

students  were  IkAX        60.1%.    \n  fact,  within  ^ch  Instl tutlona^l  sector,  students 

In  the  "low  income"  institutions  were  more  likely  to  receive  a  gra^  or  scholar- 

ship  than  stude^it?/  In  the  "uppfer  mi-ddle  incoftie'.'  institutions.    Tije  larger, share 

tliV-iiyppe^  middle  Income",  institutions  shown  in  table  IV-^ 

act;ually  ref+Q;cted  the^i^eater  likelihood  of  students  at  privat;^  col  leges  to  re- 

/e>(l  typei*  of  apl^  r^ardless  of^  the  median  family  income  at  the  postsecondary 

Institution  (see  appendix  tables  A-16  to  A-20) .. 

With  the  .exception  of  workers,  aid  re^ti-pl^ts  enrolled  aj'^  insti tutipns 

^  '  -\  . 

•  with  relatively^gher  medl^  fami  ly  incomes  reported  larger  j&mounts  of  each 

type^  or  aid./mls  pattern, is  repe^d  wfthfn  each  institutional  sector.  The 

differences  ^In  mean  amounts  reported  were  not  very  great,  except 'Smong  gr^nt  and 

'  schdlarsj/ip  recipl^ts*    Fof  these  students,  an  average  dtfferfir!^  of  $5&  to  $200 


.ERIC  y 


'  IV-23 


'        ^   '     ^  r         TABLE  IvU       .  -  ' 

Financial  Aid  Received  by  1972-73  Enter 1 ng^ Fu 1 1 -Time  Freshmen 
by  Type  of  Aid  and  Median  Family  Income  at  Postsecondary  Inst Itutlon 


TYPE  OF  AID 
if. 


AH 
Students 


HEDIA^  FAfllllY  INeOHE  QUART!  LES^ 
Lew " 


Lower  . 
Middle 


Upper  ' 
Hidd'le 


High 


TOTAL  AID  •  . 

-/ 

'Average; Amount  to 
Aid  Rec1plents° 

/  Percent  Receiving 

GRANT  *  ' 

Average  Arount  to  , 
Grant  Recipients 

Percent  Receiving 

WORK^^ 

'  Average  hr)6unt  to 
^Job  Holders'^ 

*  Percent  ^lecelvirtg 

♦  f 

LOAN  ^ 

Average  Amount  to 
Lo^n  Recipients 

Percent  Recelvfng 
BENEFIT 


Average  Aitount  to. 
Beneficiaries  . 

Percent  Recelvkig 


$l,08if 
i935) . 


$  789 
•  (793) 

,  32.3? 


21.k% 


>*l575) 
20.3% 


$  -854 
^  (732) 

5.1? 


$  920 
<726) 

58.0? 


$  579 
(53-9) 

29.9? 


$  i»70 
(370) 

27.5? 


$  903 
(557). 

20.3? 


$=  796 
6.0? 


$U013 
■  (867) 

53.6? 


$  698 
(622) 


32.5? 


J 


$  itU 
('t23) 


$1,^70 
(1,090) 

55-3? 


$f,092 
(9^»7) 

kO.5% 


$  389 
<39Q) 


22.9?  ,   •  19.5? 


$  902 
(5^»0) 


'.$r,MO 
(645) 


19.6?         "25 .'8? 


$  824 

(768; 


$  909 
C702) 


.3?\.  3,9? 


^Students  are  grouped  according  to  median  family  [ncoroe  3t_the  institution 
attended:  Low  =  less  than  $7,500,  Lowe'r  Middle  »  $7,500  to  10,500;  Uppfer  Middle  ^. 
$10,500^ti^$15,000i  High  »  Over  -$15,000.    Calculated  percents  exclude  student^  for 
whom  no  median ifami ly  Incomd  estimate  \S  available  (approximately  22?).  •  . 


ERIC 


Average  amounts  calculated  for  *those  reporting  typeVof  ^id,"  Standard  de-  ^  ^ 
vtatfons.^Tre  shown  In  parentheses* be Voy  calculated  mearfs.  \  \ 


V   . 


within  each  sector  appears  to  be  .evea  greater  feecause  of  the  high  proportion  of 
private  college  recipients  in  the  '^uppeTr  middle  income*'  group. 

Again,  it. is  interesting  to  note  that  recipient  shares  and  average  amounts  ^ 
received  tend  to  vary  the  least  among  proprietary  school  students.    In  part, 
this  could  reflect  the  relatively  high  use  of  loans,  which  differ  the  least  in  . 
amount  for  m6st. types  of  aid  r'ecipients.        ^-  •  *^        ^  ^  ^ 

Ijtedian  Freshmen  Acfiievemen t/Afai  1  i ty  S^re  at  the  Postsecondary  Instftution^ 
institutions  can  ration  their  available  seats  through  admissions  policies  . 

•fay  establishing  minfmum  acceptable  SAT  scores.    Beyond  this  and  similar  non- 


price  criteria,  institutions  canjration  places  through  .a  pricing  policy* that 
calls  for  awarding  larger,  more  attractive  packages  of  financial  afd  to  the 
best  student 'prospects.    Data  provided  ty  NLS  respondents  suggest  that  the 
admissions  and  pricing  policies^ were  complementaryr  Jnsti tutrtons  enrolling 
the  tnost  able,  motivated  students  also  aided  Targer  shares  off  students  with 
larger  Amounts  of  more  attractive  types  of,  aid,    Thjs  cijnclusion  emerges  firom  an 


examination  of  the  distribution  of  student  aid  according  to  the  Institution-reported 
median  SAT  score  of  the  enfol>ed  freshmeq  class,  ^shown^  in  Tafale^^lV-S-  ^ 
While  th^  recipient  ^shareS' and  average  amounts, r^or ted  by  students 
att:ending  the  ioW-!abi^  i ty,  non-selective  in^titutions-ap^^eSr  to  contradict 

•the  pattern*  described  above,  it  should  be  noted  that  over  ha.lf  of  the^  stu- 

■  ,       . '         '  ,  .     1     :  ^  '  •  '  * 

dents  were  enrolled  In  proprietary  and  vocatfonal  schools  J  These  were  relatively 

low  income* styden^s  attending  soinewhat  higher  cost  Institutions* where  for  many, 

financial  Sfd  was  not  an  inducement  to  enroll; 'It  was,  rather,  a  necessity  tq  remain 
.  .      '    ^*    /  '  .  *  \ 

.'Anx)ng  NLS  fullrtite  fre^hioen  enrolled  at  primarily  collegiate  Institutions, 

tliose^  attending  highly  selective  institutions  were  more  likely  t5  receive  some 
aid  —  particularhy  grants  andMoans       and  tQ  report  receiving  larger  average 


•lV-25 
TABLE-  IV-5>, 
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.    I^lnancial  A?d  Received  by  1372^73  Ervtertng  Full-Time  Freshmen 
by^Type  of  Aid  and  Median  Freshmdn  Achievement  Abi  Utv  Score  at  Postsecondary  Institution 


HPE  Olf  AID 


TOTAL  AID 


'Average  Amouht/to 
Aid  Recipients'' 

Percent  Receiving 


MEDIAN ^FRESHMAN  ACHl EVEMENI/ABILITY  GROUPS' 

» 

— -^ower         Upper  ■  ; 
Lo/  Middle        Middle  -  Ri.gh 


All 
Students. 


$1,08A 
'  (935) 


$1,029  • 
(770) 


$    817'  $3,176 
f756)  (885) 


5k.lt 


$?»616 
(1,3A6) 

62. 2? 


GRANT" 


Average  Anxjunt  to 
.Grant  Recipients' 

Percent  Receiving 


$  789 
■  (733) 

32.3^» 


$  628 
(5^6) 

22.6% 


$  565 

ihss) 

27.3% 


$  802 
(68U 

37. 3? 


$.1,295 
(i;28if 

1*7.0% 


WORK 


.Average  Amount  to 
Job  Holders'' 

Percent  Receiving 


$  klk' 

m) 

11. k% 


%    m        $.  kQ3 
(A52)  (iflO) 


22.0% 


24.8% 


$  436  ■  $  36?^ 
'  (442)    ♦  (330) 


20.-7? 


20.8% 


LOAN 


( 


Average  Amount  to 
Lo3n  Recipients'* 

Percent  Receiving 


Average  Amount"  to 
~  Beneficiaries''^ 

Percent  Receiving 


$  950 
(575) 

20.3% 


$  854 
(732) 

5.1% 


$.1,119 
(56 

^3.p' 


$  891 
^(559) 

13.2% 


$    859      .$  759 
(6/^.)  (650> 


6.0% 


6.2% 


$  910 
■  (5201 

22.^ 


$  999 
(914) 

4.1% 


$  942 
(689) 

31.0%- 


$■  866 
-  (509) 

3.3% 


^Students  are  grouped  according  to' tW  institution-reported  tne3ian  freshrftan  SAT  ^ 
score.     Low  a  less  than  800;  Lower  Hiddrte  «S00  to  950;  Upper  Middle  »  950  to  UlOO* 
Calculated  percents  include  students  fori  whom  no  median  SAT  score  fs  available.  These' 
students  are  assumed  to  be  enrolled  at  ncm-selective  institutions  and  are  assigned  an 
institution  SAT  score  of  374  (see.  Radner  and  Hi^Tler  (1975)) 


ERIC.. 


'^Ayefage  araounts  emasculated  for  those  reporting  type  of- aid. 
vf  at  tons  are  shown  In  parentheses  t)eIow  ca^^Iated  means. 


Standard  def 


A.  * 


I  - 


•     :  •  *  .  W^26  t  ^ 

..?unounts  of  tilis  aid  than  Jheir  fellow  students*    As  the  entries^  in  TabJe  IV-5 

'  '  *       '*  '  "         '/^  •  ^  ' 

4nd4cate,  about  62.2?  "of  the  freshmen  at  highly  selective  institutions  re- 
s  *    ^  , 

ceWed      average  .,$1 ,616  in  totaV  ald^  cpmpared  to  a  51  ♦^^  shaffe  of  ^e  fn^sh- 
men  a|?tending  institutions  with  si  ightty^belpw  average  selectivity  who  reported 
\  /    an  ^^erage  $817  in  total  aid*    The, distribution  of  grant  altf  according  to 
i  inStftutidh  selectivity  was  quite  simi lar.    ,0n  the  other  hand,  students 
I        attendl4ig  insti tutions  wi th  slightly  below  average  selectivity  were  more  likely 
to  have  retelved  earnings  from  a  term-time  job  or  benefits  from  an  i^icpme 
transfer  program,  although  the  calculated  differences  Jn  mean  amounts  'among 
institutional  selectivity  groufJs  were  nSt  very  grelst.  .  *  • 

In  large  measure,  these  patterns  reflect  the  distribution  of  students  among 
different -ipstf  tut  ion  types.    Over  *on^-h3lf  of  thl'Students  enrolled  in^ 
l^igMy^^lectrv^  instPtutionS  were  attending  hi'gh  co?t,  private  colleges. 
Even  With  their  slightly  higher  family  incomes.;  these  students  are  mor^  likely, 
to' have  .demonstrated  need.    Further,  the  highly,  se^lective  InstI tiitions  were    .  . 
most  •likely  td  be  participating  in  federal  ^aHd  pfogr^ms  ^rtti  to,  be  cfTstributing  . 

•■        .  ...    —     •  ■     ;  ^    ^  • 

their  own  fnsti  tut iona-l  funds. 


/ 


*  Within  institutional  sect6rs,  the  pattern  wa3  generally  repeat;^d  (see  appendix 
fables  A-21  to  firJZ'5)  •    Among  students  attending  private  four-year  colleges,  jtJnose' 
enrolled  at  highly  selective  institutions  were  mOrel  likely  to  receive  gi^an^s  or  loans,^ 
.and  in  larger  amounts,  than  those  at  less  .selectFve  institutions,    for  example,  52^ 

of. full-time  freshmen*  at.  highly  s^ledtive  private  four-year  colleges  received 

•  '  •    '         '  '  ^   .'I    ^  7    -     '  .  ^  '  -         ^  ' 

a  grant  or  scholarship  averaging  $1,558*  thplr    fellow  students  ^  ^he  least 

, selective- private  four^year  col  leges  were  about  qne-fourth  less^  Uke}y  to  , 

receive 'a  grant.    Those  receiving  this  type -of/a  Id*  recorded,  yd^y  aVerage,*  ^ 

$1,018  in  Support.*  The  differences  v^rfthin^  fhe  other  Insti  ttitional  sectors ,  , 

however*  are  much  less  pronounced.'^  PubTlc  fouf-year  college  students  were 

'  :     4  ^  ^  >  ^  '  '  ^' 

«  /v  *  •  • 

•  •>    ,  ^  ■  ■    •    .  ■     •  .    ■         f^'  . 

-    .      ►  •      .        .       '.  • .  . 
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about' equally  likely  ta^ receive  each.<fype *of  aid,  regardless  of  the  selectivity 


/  . 


of  tbe  Instrtiitl^,  ^5n1y  the^^C^rage  amount  of  grant  aid  reported  by  re 
cipipnts  tended  to  be  Iht^^r  in  the  higher  selectivity  categories,  for  public 
four-yddr- College  ^tijdents.  *  '  '  '  ' 

institut^n  Race.    Hrstor4ca4 1y,  something  less  than  150  Institutions  of 
higher  eddcation  hhve  provided  training,  primarily  for  black  students  choosing 
to  ^ntinue  their  education  beyond  high  school.    An  estimated  one-th 
i1  full-fim^^  bl^ck  freshmen  enrolled  i^j  these  institutions  in  1972*^73.—^ 
'Based  on  th.e  respon$es  of  HLS  freshmen  attending  the  black  colleges,  their 
special  financial  needs  were  appa*rently  recognized  and  kt  least  partly  met 
Slthr  rel^t  I  velv' more 'Student -aidr^  (.a  -  -  • 

«  Ftill-time)  fresN5>en  enrolled       black,  col  leges,  were  more  likely*  to  receive  c 

i        '    •  ' '  '  -  ' 

types  of  aid  than  Treshmea  not  at  black  colleges.    From  Table  lV-6,  68.^?  of 

tbe  fres'hmen  at  black  colfeges/  as  compared  to  53*8?  of  freshrten  attending  / 

oth$,r  colleges,  received  aid*    The  black/college  students  were  almost 

twice  as  likely  to  borrow:  38.6?  reported  receiving  a  loan  compared  to  a 

borrower  share  among  other  students.  '     '  .  ,  - 

Average  aid  received  also  tended  to  be  greater  among  those  attending 

predonjInantTy  black  Institutions,  measuring  $1,2^0  as  compared  to  $1 ,08^ 

'■I      *  *  '  . 

for  all  aid  reclpieata.' .  Itf  appears  that  inost  pf  this  difference  can  be 

^  • 

attributed  J:d"  the  packaging  of  several  types  of  aid  at  pfedominantly  bladk4 
institutions,  since  the  average  anounts  of  each  type  of  a^d  generally  weffe  less 
for  all  except  ^term-tlmi' earnings.  - 


InstMiutional  Financing  $ources>    Postsfecondary  Institutions  differ  ih^  ^  , 

'  ^  It  '  r    i  "  ..^ 

their- re  1  lance  on  tinjcfon  i<icome,  government  subsidies,  an<i  private^jg^'ffs' 


and  ^dovrtnent  income/ to  meei  the  cjpsts  of  providing  instructiog  for  students.. 

'  *  I  /  .     -  . 

^But',  see  Wong  Q^6)  for  a  discussion  of  alternative  definitions  of  "^lack 
Tnstitutl<ins.        '"  •  —    -        /  •  * 
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'Financial  Aid  Received  by  }972'??  Entering  Fi;lf-T.ime  F 
by  Type  of  AT 4  and  Institution  Jace  - 


reshme" 


TYPE  OF  AID 


INST I  TUT I  OH  RACE^ 
Preiominantly 


Average  Amount,  to 
Lx)an  Recipj^ents 

Percent  Receiving 


BENEFIT 


Average  Amount  fo 
Beneficiaries 


Percent  ReceFvin 


/  S  95D 
/  (575) 

20.3? 


%  35^ 
.(577) 

20.0?  ' 


$    85?»  $  857 

t732V^— .iz:,^7rt736) 

5-1?  .       •  :  5.1? 


$  806 

,  (550). 


'  $ 

(277) 
36.6? 


$  781 
(A58) 

".38.6? 


$  616 
(368) 

6.0? 


'    '^Students  are  g^oupect  according  to  the  Jnstitution-reported  .predominant-  racial/ 
ethnic  cdmposltlol  of  the  student  body.    Students  for  whom  no  Institution  race  . 
Identification  iJ^avai  lable  are  included  in  the  predominantly  whf'te  summarres. 


devt 


lAVerage.arwiiits- caHijIated  for  those  reporting  type  of  aid.  Standard 
tatf^ns  are  /hown  In  ^parentheses  b.^ow*talcMj^ted  meSns . 

■      '  .  99  '  '  .  ' 


These  dlfferefices  in  financ'ifig  are  Hkely.to  be'^fmporifefit  .because  t,he' need 
for  student  aid- funds  might  be  inftduenced  by  the  metho^l.of  institutiortel 

f inancingi  '  Fpr  example,  institution^  with  relatively  high  tuitions  may  require 

/  *  .       ^        '     /  *      .   ^  ^  '  . 

more,  and  necessarfVy  higher, '  student  aid  awards.    Al  terrjat ively,  inst^i tutions  with 

/  '  '  /  •         '   *  l\  '  - 

relatively  large  puli.Uc  instttut'i9nal  subsidies  and  belos^S^-cost  tuition  charges/   ^  ' 

"might  r^Ciire  and  use  relatively  much  smaller  amounts  of  studerrt  aid,  TT^ese 

comparison  really  reflect  differences  In  stu^tent;  cost?  of  attendance  introduced 

'f) 

throiigh  the  al ternate^^inancing  sources.    The  differences  are  often  approximated 

by  a  shorthand  type  *and  control  class  I  f  icatior>  (fSoblic/priyate,  fdur-year/two-year) , 

but  it  is  thh  fipaneing  characteristics  which  give-  ri^e  to.  the  underlying  p'attern 

^  cost  atteodance.  /  '  •         -       .      '..^  . 

In  Tables  IV-7,  lV-8.,  and^  IV-9,  students  ar^- grouped  according  to  tire  ^  ' 

d^pendence/on^the  three  major  revenue  sources  at  the  institution  they  attended.  * 

The, patterns  yvhich  emerge'are  quite  consistent  with  the  tuition  re^^epue  - 

high\cost  des.ci^ipt ion  {provided  above,    .from  Tabie  the  full-tfrne  .  # 

freshmen  a  f tending  institutions  reJy  ing  <3r^  tul  tion  income  were  more  ,1  ikely  \ 

•> .  ^  .  , '  '  ' 

to  receive  some  aid       ,k%) ,  gr-ant  ai d*  (41 .7%) ,  and      loan -(31 .6^3  •  Alternatively, 

the  NLS  fulT-time  f res h^sjen' enrolled  at  institutions  receiving  over  60 

percent  of  their  instructional  budget  from'public  siijsidies  (shown  in  the 

ijast  column  of  Table  JV-8)  we¥e  least  likely  to  have  receivecl  any 

'       '  -       '     J   ^  '  * 


-/in  attempting  to  distinguish  among  colteglate  institutions.  Smith  end  Hen^ersw 
D976J    rfescrljbed  £he  Importance  of, five  financial-  characteristics .  According, 
to  th^lr  analyses,  tiitlon,  endowment,  and  private  gift  Income  tended  to  J 
charactertze  groups  of  private  institutions,  while  the  level -.of  government 
appropriations  was^   most  important  In  identifying  public  institutions^. 


luO 


TABLE  JV-7 


Financial 'Aid  ReceTved  byj972-73  Entering  -Full-Time  Freshmen 
-  by  Type  of  Aid  and  Institution  Tuition  Dependence 


TYPE  OF  AID 


TlHTfON  AS  SHARE  OF  INS'TRUCTIONAU 


Students 


Up  to  20 
Percent 


20  tb  60 
Percent 


Over  60 
Percent 


T9TAL  AID 

•  Averac^e  Anxjunt  to 
•  Aid  Recipient-s^ 

I  Percent  Receiving 

-SRANT 

•Average  Amount  to 
Grant  Recipients^ 

Percent  Receiving 
WORK. 

« 

Average  Amount  to 
Jbb  Holders'' 

Percent  Receiving 


♦$l,08i» 
(935) 


789, 
(793) 

-32.3%- 


.Z2:h% 


$  776 
(796)  f 


$  .609 
(705) 

23.3% 


$  k\k 
Ik.kX 


%  965 
'(835) 


$  "67^ 
(733) 

35.6%  . 


$  kU 
<356) 

21.7% 


V 


$1,535 
(1,050) 

61.^% 


$-1,079  . 
(886) 

41.7% 


$  m 
(W 

23-2% 


LOAK         .  .-. 

Average  Amount  to 
Loan  Recipients^ 

Percent  Receiving 
-  \" 

BENEFIT 

'  Average  Amount  to 
Beneficiaries^ 

'Percent  Receiving 


%  950' 
(575) 

20,3% 


(732) 
5.1% 


$  -  717 
(^»20) 

9'.8%" 


$  797- 
•  (79^5) 

6.2% 


$  816 
(^♦71) 

20.1%/ 


$  822 
(686) 


$1,092; 
i655) 

■  3f.6% 


$  SF25 
(721) 

i».5% 


^Tuition  dependence  is  .calculated  as  the  share  of  insti  tutiqrial  r^venu6s 
ava-ilable  for  instructional  purposes  funded  through  tuition  incone.  Calculated 
percents  exclij?te  students,  for  whom  no,  institution  revenue  data  ar&;  avai  fable 
(a^jproximately  14%). 

''Average  amounts  calculated,  for  those  reporting  type^f  aid.     Standard  • 
•deviations  are  shown  In  parentheses  below  calculated  means. 
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TABLE  rV78  • 


-  .       i     ""•  '  •  > 

•  Financial  Aid 'Received  by  1972-73  Enterinq*^Fu1 1-Time  FresKmen  . 
by  Typfe  of  Ri4  and  Institution  Dependence  on  Gov-ernment  Revenue 


•TYPf  OP  AID 


GOVERNMENT  REVENUE  AS  SHARE  OF  INSTRUCT  I  ONJ^L  BUO&ET^ 


T5TAL.AID 

•■-   Average  Amount  to- 
Aid  Recipients'' 

Percent  Receiving 


AH 
Students 


••$1,0^  . 
(935) 

5A.0?- 


Up  to  20 
Percent 


$r,556  . 
(17080) 

61.9^ 


20  to.  60- 
Percent 


$  '97> 
(70^ 

52,53; 


.Over  60 
Percent 


$  833 
:  (768) 

50.7^ 


r 


GRANT 

Average  Amount  to 
GrSnt  Rec^xrents'' 

Percent  Receiving  ' 
WORK 

Average  Anraunt  to 
Job  Kofders'* 

*  Percent  Receiving 


$  789 
(793) 

'32,3?  , 


$  'j2I 
ikZk) 

'  ll.kX 


\  $1,088 
•  (92if) 


%  466 
(475) 

Ik. 3% 


%  692 
(547) 

'  37.  U 


$  372 
i(296) 

16.8% 


$  605 
^(681) 

28:7^ 


$  409  ^ 
-  <382)  , 

2.9% 


|2.9 


LOAN 


to  y 

tsb  V 
Percent  Receiving 


Average.  Amount 
Loan  Recipien 


(575) 


20.3^ 


•  .<644) 


$  762 
(463) 


31.7% 


21.8% 


$  777 
^(44sf) 


14.5? 


BENEFIT       •     .  _ 

Average 'Amount  to, 
B'enef  I  claries^  ' 

"Percent  Receiving 


$  854 
(732) 

5-1? 


$1,017 
(819) 

'  '4.4t 


•  $  ^602 
(396) 

■,  4.6% 


$  791 
(708) 


Governmef^t  revenue  dependence  is  calculated  as.  the  sh^re  of  institutional  re- 
venues ivailable  for  rnstrudtional  purposes  fUnxied  through  all  government  revenues. 
Calculated  percents  exclude  students  fjor  whom  no  insti tufeion  .r^^enue  data  ar^  avail 
abjle  (approxfmately  ,    '  .         ^  * 

'^Average  ^amqunts  calculated  .for  those  reporting,  type  of  ajd.    Standard  de-  ' 
viaMons  are  shown  in  parentheses  be  1  oy ;falx:u lasted  means^  .  -  4 
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lV-32 
TABLE 


'      ^Inan^al  Aid  Received  by  1972-73  Entering  Full-Time  Freshmgn  - 
jl    by  Typeydf  Aid  and  tnstltutlop  Dependence  on  Gift  and  Endowment  Income 


type'ofAib 


eiFT  AND  'EiiDOWMENT' INCOME  AS  JHARE  QF  INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET^  *  * 


/ 

/ 


fOTAL  A1 D 

Average  Amount ;^tp 
>  Aid  RecfpientJs" 

Percent  Receiving 


Studfg-ts 


$1,08it 
(935) 

V 


Up  to  10 
Percent 


■  •  (860 
.  52.5?- 


^       Over'' 10' 
■Percent 


$f,653 


■GRANT    ■  ■  :  . 

Average  Amount  to 
Grant  Recipients 

Percent  Receiving 


$  789 
(793) 

32.3^ 


693 
(72?) 

31.01 


$1,199 
(95-9) 


WORk 


Average  Amount  to 
•  Jdo  Holders^  ' 

Percent  Receiving' 


11. k% 


%  428 


%.  420 
^  {423) 

.  28.1"%" 


LOAN. 

1 


Average  Anount  to, 
•  loan  Recipfents' 


.ggfcent  Receiving 


$  950- 
(575)  " 

20.31 


$  923 
•  (573) 


%  942 
(585) 

.33.4% 


A, 


BENEFIT 


Average  Amount  to 
•BefTef  fciaries 


Percent  Receiving 


$  854 
•  .(732) 

*  5.U  V 


>f  ~  - 


%  789 
C685) 

5.1% 


^(921)* 


a  •  '  *  .  * 

Dependence  on  gift  and  errdowfnenf  income  Is  calculated^as  the  s>iare  of  institO- 

tional  revenues  available  for  instructional  purposes  funded  ^th rough  gift  and  en-  . 

•dowment  inc0ma«    Calculated  percents  excludp  siuden^s  for  vihom  no.  insti tution 

revenue  data -are  available,  (approximately  14^). 


Average  amounts  are  calculated  for  those* report in^ type  of  aid.  Standard 


ERLC 


deviations  ^re  shown  in  parentheses  below  calculated  m^ans,  ' 

^   -  ^'  -  •     ...  •  1.03  . 


aid,- particularly  fro(n,gxahts  or  loans*.-  Further,  those  aid  reclpKents  en- 


rone4.at  institutions  with  a  relatively  l-arge^  share  af  tfte  budget  met  through 
tuition  (or  a  relatively  small  share  met  through  public  subsidies)  reported  an 
average  $1,535  *^  total  aid  —  nearly  one-half  again  as  large  as  the  average 
amount  * repor.ted  by  all  aid  recipienrts.    The  patterr^S  for  ^lerm-tlme  workers  and 


beneficiaries  were  not  as  pronounced.    The  rejcipient  shares  and  average  amounts 

4  ^  '  ' 


are ^roone 'nearly  equal  across  Jtbese  groups,    ,  '        ^  ' 

The  observed  distribution  probably  reflects  two  complementary  influences. 
First,  higfi  tuition  institutions  enrolled  students  With  greafer  need  (e#/eri  ^fter 
accounting  for  differ^ence  in  the  students'  family •  income  'distributions  afnong 
institutional  groups).    Second,  ,these  insti tutions  vere  able  to  marshal  greater 
amounts'of  instifutional  aid  funds  (from  tuition  income  and  other  Sources)  to 

meet  matching  requirements  and  to  make  more  and  larger  student,  aid  awards*  * 

/  *'  \  *  '  •  "  "  * 

This/iatt^r  observation  is  supported  by  the  distribution  of  student  aid 

according  tc  institutional  private  gift  and^^dcJwroent  income,  preser^ted  in^ 

Table  IV-9-    T^e  larger  recipient  shares  fdr  total  aid,  grant,  wo^k,  ind  loans 

is  consistent  with  at  least  two  complementary  explanations.    First,  greater 

amounts  of  the  private  gift, and  eodowrfent  income  might  have'enabled  Institutions 

to  apply  general  Institutional  funds  to  student  aid  purposes.    Second,,  tuitions 

at  these  institutions  could  be  high,*e^en  after  applying  gift  and  endo^«nent  in- 


come toward- instructional  cosds.    As  before,"  work  support  was  least 
sensitive  to  the  institutional^rouping..   Significantly,  the  receipt  o/  ^hl> 
type    of  aid  is  less  dependent  on  the  finanoj^J  aid  .programs  and  poTlci^s  of 

,    .  •    x  '  . 

the.  insti  tution*  -  .  ^ 


I 


104  ' . 


-     Institutional'  Student^Aid  FmdsJ  As  Institutfons  allocate  student  aid;  . 

they  draw  upon -funds  provided  by  Fetderal,  vState,  Itfcal,  and*  other  non- 

in^itutlonal* programs  In  a^dltion^'to  their  own  discretionary  fund^,  Non- 

Insjituti/Shal- funds  generally  enable  the  inlstitutlon  to  distribute  more,  -*  : 

and  tn  some  Ins^tances,  .larger  amounts  of  fln^rtcjal  aid  awards.  Discretionary 

institutional  student  aid*  funds  al so  ^ntrlbute  to^mot;e,  and  larger,  awards. 

•  ^  *      *  •  -  , 

But,  beyond  this,  there  ar^  two  other  reasons -why ^'st I tVtl.ona*l  ^idjMs  im- 

portent*    First,  these  monies  can  bemused  to  package  around  relativelvf  rigid 

•  '     ,       •*  - 

award,  requirements  In  the  non-instltutlortal  program^.    Greater  founts  of  ^ 

institutional  funds,  then,  permit  t^r'getlng  on  those  types  of  ?\udents'the  » 

■  < 

instj^utfon  wi shes  ,td  enVpl  1 .    Secorijd,  non-'instl tutiona]  aid  programs  coptain         '  „ 

Implicit  or  explicit  matchfng  requiremeE>'tS7rf^ich*^nust  be  rpet  with  insti-  ^ 

I       t  /   '        '  •  -  •  ,  ^  * 

OJtlon^l  funds-—     We  can  expect 'more  aid  to  mofe  recipients       and  more  fJro- 

mounced  targeting  —  at  insti tutioixs  with  !ar gee  amounts  of  institutional  \ 

aid*  .         -I  '    ,      :  ^  w  '  • 

EnteVlog  full-time  freshmen*  In, the  NLS.enrDJled  at  postsecondary  Instl- 

*tutlons  with  relatively  greater  amounts  of  discretionary  afd  funds  were 

slightly  more  likely  to  receive  most  types  of  student  aid.   ,  As  reflected  ii^ 

.Table  tV-10,  tWs  appears  to  bfe.  true  for  the  types  of  aid  admmi- 

stered  primarily' through  the  institutions.    Whereas  36.6%  of  students  in  'insfi- 

.  t'  4 

tTTtTonJ  wTth  X^'t^^T  stuaenr'sttf Cudgels  rtice i  ved  a  grant-  and/or  ^sctiot^rstf t P7^lFr^trr 
recipients  comprised  an  es,timated  30. 3t  of  the  students  at  institutions  with  ^ 
smaller  amounts  of  available  Institutional  funds.    The  recipient  shares  were 
roofe  simll.ar  for.j*ofa  holders  (21.9%  compared  to  23.71)  and  beneficiaries 


r . 


_/For  example,  the  EducaflonaJ  Opportunity  Grant  program j:*all^d  for  50  percent 
matchi ng- wi th  aid  from  dther  sources.    The  College  Work-S'tudy  and  National 
Direct  Loan. program  Federal  allocations  to  institutions  must  be. augmented  by* 
10  percent  frW  Institutional  funds.  ♦       '  • 

/  it*"* 


>. .  TABLE  iv-go 


Financial  Aid  Rgcerved  by-ErtterTn^  ^9^2-73  Ful  1-Tl  roe 'Freshmen 
byi  Type  of^Agd  anS  Available  t>istitutIon  Student  A{d  Funds  ^ 


Ty'pE'4)P.AI0  .DISCRETIONARY  STUDENT  All?  FUNDS  AS  SHARE  QF  STI^ENT,  BUOGtT^ ! 

,OfV€ 

/. 


Al'h^  .  .  Up  tp  5  Aver  5 

Students      •   '    Percent .  t^Vcdit 


.TOTAL' AID 


Average  Amount  to    .     *     $1,084       -  .      $1,007  $1,193' 

Aid  Recipients''    '  '  (935)  \  {Oil).  (952) 

Rercent^F^eceivIng--  *       5lf\o%  •    52,8|-  56. 1% 

GRANTS    -    • .    L  .       ,  •   '  '  '  '     .      ,  , 

■    .       Average  Amourtt  'to  •$•  789  $    686  $  896 

•             Grant  Recipients''   .  •  (793);      .  (812)    -     '  (792) 

-Percen'f  Receiving  -       32.3?  30.3%  •  ,36.6% 

WORK           ■  .         '  '    .         '  •  . 

*    — •          ♦         *  •  :  '        •  .- 

Averrf^  ABKXjnt  to  ■  $'k2k  '    $    1*5^  $  AOO. 

e             .   '-'Job  Holders'*  •     (i»2l)  '    (469)      "  {35ST 

.  ^  •           Percent  Receiving  22. k%  2.1.3^  •  23-7% 

•  Avferage  Amount"  to  $    950*     '        '  $1,009*  $  877' 

.                      Loan  Reel f.ients''  .      (575).  \     <6U)     ■     .   "  '(5^3) 

.  ';Per<ient\Receivtng      •  20.3?    '  '      18.3?  "    '  22.9? 


BENEFIT 


•  Average  Amoufrt  to        .*     p- .BSh         ,      $  781'  J  895 

•  '-Beneficiaries^       '  (732)  '(6980.-        '  .(^59) 

"  Percent- 'Receiving  '  *       >■     S.\%  5-0%    '  . 


ERIC 


Students' grouped  according  to  the  share  of  student  costs  of  attepdance.  coveted 
By  dTscrefionary  i^isti tutional  student  aid^funds  (see  text).    Calculated  percent^ 
exclude  students  for  whpro  no  insti tuttoni^^student  aid  or  cost.. data  Ire  avaMable 
.(approximately  ^k%) .  r-,    /  %  ^  * 

^Average 'amounts  calculated  for  those  reporting  type  of  aid.**  StancT^rd 
deviations  are  showi*  In  parentheses  below  calculated  rneans. 

.         -   ,    •  JOG/    .      ■  • 


(5. or  to  5.1%).  -       *  *  •   .      ,  . 

WhJlJk  Students  enrolled  in  insti  tutionjs  with  larger  amounts  of      '      '*  . 
Institutional  aid  fiunds  cecefved  larger  average  amounts  of  total  -add,  the 
pattern*dlffered  according  to  the  type  of  aid  received-.  Specifically, 
job  holders  SndVstud^    borrowers  attending  instf tutions  wi  th  imal 16r,  amounts 
of  Institutional  ai<j  fqnds^reported  larger  average 'earnings  {^^58  vs*  $400} 
and'  larger,  average  l,oaas  ($l,ob9  vs.  $877).    ^^^ost  of  these  aW  recipients 
attended^ pub4 ic  two-^ear,  proprietary,  or  vocational  institOti^ns  at  which 
thfe  loan  or  job  a'lone  provided  the  only  non-family  type  of  ajd,  •  Insti-tutions 
with  .larger  amounts  of  institutional  aid*  tendfed*ta  have  higher  cost&  and  to' 
package  aidMsee  Section  3. below).    Hence,  aid  recipients  at  these  latter  - 
schools  tended  to  receive  smaller  amoTjnts  of  each  pf  several^  types  of  ?id. 

The  receipt  and  amount  of  aid  reported 'by  the  NLS  freshmen  also  appeared 
to  be  related-  to  Institutional  p^rjticip^tion  in  Federal  campusTbased  student 
a-id  prograjns.    Except'for  transfe'r  income^benef  i  ts ,*  students  enrolled  at 

participating  institutions  were  more  Ijkely  to  receive 'each  type  of  aid,. 

•  '    «  *^ 

The  differqqce  in  recipient  scares  waa  most  pronounced  among  grant  and 

scholarship  winners*    As  shown  in  Tabljes  IV-ll.to  IV-13,  approxim^el^^ 

35  percent*  of  ent;^ring  freshman  attending  schools  participatlng\rn  the 

Col  lege  Work-Study  (CW-S)  ,  Educational  Opportunity  Gran^t  (£0G) ,  on:^tiortal^ 

Ofis^ct  Student  Loan  (NOSU  prog  rams- received  a  grarft  or  scholarshfpV  "This 

is  six  to  ten  percentage  points  greater  than  the  share  of  grant  recipiejnts 

at  non-participating  ins^trtut ions:  .         /   '  ,  ^ 

Paradoxically,  average -amounts  of  aid  reporteS  by  reciprents  attending 
institutions  which  did  not  receive  caoiptjs- based  aicj  were  generally  greater 
than  the  mean;  amounts  recorded  at  participating^^schools*  4<0tably,  average  ^ 


jr         *  f 


TABLE  iV- 11 


Fjnancfal  Aid  Recelv-ed  by  1972-73  Errtering  Ful  1-Ti.md' Freshmen 
by  Type  of  Aid  and  lasfrtt'ution  Col  lege  Work-^tudy  Fund's  a 


JTYPE  OF  AID 


TOTAL  'A IP  •• 


\Average  Amount  to 
'  .  Aid'  Reci-pieBts'^ 

Percent  Receivfng 


■feOLl^GE  WbRK-STUOY.AlD  AS  SHARE  OF  STUDENT  BUDGET? 

s  None 


lAU  ■ 
Students  , 


»  .$U08J} 
•    •  (9351 

•  54.0% 


(1.073 
52.5% 


Up  to  25 
Percent 


$1VI07 
(937) 

$4.7% 


■GRANT- 


r  Average  Afliount  tb' 
G r ah t  _Rec i p I e h t S ^ 

^  -Percent  Receiving 


WORK 


Average  Amount  to  '  • 
Job  fiol^srs*^ 


Percent  Receivipg 


LOAW 


Average  '*Antount  to' ' 
Loan  Recipients^ 
^  «  ' 

Percent  Receiving 


BENEFIT 


^ver-a^e  Amount  to 
'*  Benef  ic.i.i^ies° 

-  . ;  ■  - 

Pe'rcent  Beceiyihg 


4  789 
•  (793) 

»  > 

32.3% 


S  •  950. 
(^75) 

20.3%' 


$  B5/» 
'  (732) 


\  ■  • 
$  876, 

(1,.).55). 

28.2%  . 


S  803 

..(760 

34.7% 


$  993 
•  ,<546) 

18'.'6% 


$  918 
(582) 

21.1% 


$1,156 
(844) 

i5.4%V 


$  779^ 
(699)  . 

4.8% 


.  '  '  ^Student^  grouped  accqrdrn^  to  the  share  of  student  costs  of  a%t;end3oce 
covered  by  College  Work^Jtudy  funds  (s|r  text)*    Calculated  percenl^s  e>ccVude 
'students  for  wh^  no  cost  d^ta  are'avallable  {approximately  14^)^  •  • 

^Average  amOufvts  calculated  for  those  reporting  type  cJf  aid."'  Standard  de 
viatrdns  are*shown  in  paren theses** befl ow  calcu'lafec!  means •       ♦  .. 

:    -   y  : .  .    .JOS'..  .  •  ■  ■     .  I  % 


■f-  •  ■ ». 


TABLE  IV-  12 


1/ 


t 


Jl-ndnclal  Aid  Rece I v^(f  by  1972-73  Entering  FuTl-Titne 
bV  Type  oC-AId  and  institution  Initial  Ye»ri  Educatlohal  Oppor 


 Freshmen 

Opportunity  Grant  Funds 


•'TYPE  OF  AID 


t6tal  a1d    ,  * 

Average  Arfount'  to 
.Aid  Recipients'* 

'Percent  Receiving 


GRANT        .  :  . 

^  Ave^rage  Amount  to 
.  Grant -Recipient?' 

Percent  Receiving. 


INITlAt  YEAR  E06-A1D  AS  SHAR^  W  S'RJPENT  BUOGET^^ 


All 
S^tudents  ^ 


$1,084 
'  (935) 


',N6n^ 


$1,071 


'  WRK 


Average  Amount* to ' 
Job-  iiolders'^ 

Percent  Receiving 
LOAN 


$  789 
(793) 

32.3% 


■  my 

21.6%  ' 


Ave;;age  'Anwunt  to 
l.oan  RecipientSi 

Percent  Recei^in^  ^ 


'BENEFIT 


Average'  Amount  to 

Beneficiaries 

J.— 

'Percent  Receiving ^ 


$-'•950 
.  (575) 

20. 3% 


$   85A  ». 

5.1%' 


$1.073., 
i53k) 

19.5%' 


$  950 
(720)». 

^.9%"  <t 


Up  to  25 
■Periceitt 


$1,116  • 
54:5% 


'  '.$  ^15 
■  (766) 


35.2^ 


$   416  • 

-  23.0% 


•-$  905 


2p\9^.- 


$  823 


^Sttidln«  grouped  according  to  shar^  of  student  costs  of  attendance  covered/ 
by  Irtltla-l  rYear  fducational  Opportunity  Grants  funds  ^^see. text)'*  Ca1<;ulated 
percents  exclude  students  foV  whom  no  cost  data  areavailabye  Upproximat^ly  ]kZ)\ 

'^Average  amounts  calculated  for  those  reporting  type^f  ,  aid. ^  .Standard  deviations^ 
are 'Shown  Ip  parent+iesea  be Ipy/  calculated  m^s. 

'  ^  ■.  :  '  :  "      109'  ' 


^  ^  \  Financial  Aid  ^eci\<M  hy  !m-73  ^nter Ing' FuU-Tfme;  Fre^^  ; 
'  ^  vty  Type  of  Aid  ah^-ifatlon^f  . Direct  "Sttident  4-oan 'Funds  ' 


TYPE  OP  Alp         '  MATJONAL  DIRECT  STGdENT  LOAN  AID^S'^SHARE  Of  STOdENT  BUDGET^ 


»     ^  All 
'  '  Students 


J 


TOTAL  AID.  . 

^Average  Amount,, to 
Aid  ileclpients'^ 

.  ?^r(;ent  Receiving 

^GRAi^T     .  . 

Average  Anwunt  to 
Grant  Recipients''. 

4 

Percent  Receiving 


WORK 


Average  Aipoimt  to 
.  Job  Holders'^ 

Percent.  Receiving 


$*l,084 
•(935)' 


$  789 
(793) 


32 


%  424 
(42H 

22.4%  . 


/"None 


$   9lv8  ' 
J^68). 

50^9.%  ' 


$.  681 
(1,008)  . 

'c 

?5.8%"  ' 


$  430 
(459). 

22.8% 


Up  25 
Percent*' 


-^(947)^ 
55.3%  - 


$  532 
(773) 

35.7% 


$,  424  : 
(402) 

22.7% 


LOAN 


AveVage  Amount  to 
-Loan  Recipients'' 

i^jiperceht  Receiving, 


•V 

V  950 
.  (575) 

20.3% 


%  989 
.(534) 

15.1% 


$  91? 
.  (534); 

?2.1% 


BENEFIT 


ERIC 


Average  Anwunt  to 
Benef  Icfarres*^ 
*  •  • 

Pfet^ent  Receiving 


$  S54 
(732). 

*  5.1% 


(7^8) 


/- 


Stjirfents  grouped  according  to  the  share  of  student  costs  of  .attendance  covered 
by  NaTtlonal  direct  Student  Loan  funds  (see  text)-    Calculated  percents  exclude 
studentSwfQf  whom  no  cost  data  -are  avai  lable  (approxlm3tely  \k%)  *  '  ' 

"Average  amounts  calculated  for  those  reporting  type  of  aid.  Standard 
deviations  are  shown  In  parentheses  below  calcula.ted  means.     \  •  • 

•  1  m,  *f  * 


terij-tirae  earnings  Measured  $^77  for  Job  hokl^r^  at  Instltutfons  not  partial- 
pattffg  In  the  CW-S  program, .or  alroost  $60* no/e  than  the,  mean  anwunt.  of  ear'nings 
reported  by  studdrtt  workers  attending  Institutions  utilizing  CW-$  funds  (see 
Table  ^V-1J%    sfrallarly,  average  loan. proceeds  gre  $70  larger  compared  id 

,J$919)  for  boiri;owers  attending*  institutions  whfch  received  no  NDSL  funds  Csee^' 
*Table  IV-13).  -this  pattern  was  repeated'  for  nxjst  ty{jes  of  aid  (exqppt  grants) 
and  .reflected  the  use  of  pacfeging  at  institutions  \*ich  receive  federal  campus- 

based  student  aid  funds.  /  '  ,        '  .  %  ,      ^  ;  7 

^'        '  .  ' 

-  •  .  Of  particular  Interest^  Is  the  slightly  Wgeir  grants  awarded  to  rediijients 
'/  ^,»^  •  ' 

•>      '  ,  '  >  , 

attending  institutions  participating  , in -the  E06  program.    As.  shown  In  Table  tV-i2, 

these  studen^ts  reported,  on  dn  averaige^  $815  irt  grant  and  schola^rshi.p  support 

(compared'  to  an  overall  average  of  ^89}.    Ii^  large  part,  this  pattecrt  reflected 

'V  '  ^    '    .  •  -1        ^  I 

the  roa^chfhg  requi'refii^t  in  EOG  {requiring  aia/Kc^n  other  ~  primarily  Insti-  \ 

tutional  —.'sources  to  match  each  dollar  of  EOG  ^Id).  jpfiis  requirem^t 'elimi- 
'       ^       "  ^  . 

nated  many  public  two-year,'  proprietary,  and  VQcatlonal  Institutions  from  th^ 
program,  s^ce  they  were  unable  to  match. EOG  doljars  (s$e  <1575  )).*  Hore^ / 

important.  It  appearsj that  a  sizeable  amount  of  the  matdhing  was  proylded 
.  through  grants>  although  Joan  and '^e mi- time  work  opportunities  could  be  used 
as  wel 1 .  *  '  .  .  ' 


Institution  Type  and  Control.^  The  net  effect  of  the  stcrdent  and  Instl^^ 
tutional  charagterfstics  Ofj  .the  allocation  of  student  aid  is  shown  in  Table  iV-U, 
Here,  the  different  institutional  sectors  Incorporate  di-fferences  In  student 
family  income,  ability,  apd  racial/ethnic  groiip  as  well  as -differences  in 
institutional 'firian.clng  and  student  aid.        .        ^  ^         -  "  „ 

Note  that  full-time  freshy>e^i  attending  "hlgh*cost^'  lostitutloas  were  more 
likely  to  receive  financial  ajd.  .  0/er  60  percent  of  the  entering  full -time 


TA6CE  IVMV 


'X  *  %     ■  i         Flnanfcfal  "Aid  .Recefved  t>y  1972-73  Entgrlnp  Full-Time  Freshmen 

-'-^  ,v     '     -l*     \ by  Type  Of"  Aid  and  tjistl  tutlon-.Typfe*and- Control  . 

-tiffpE  'OF  AID  .  '     '         \    V       '    ,  •  If/j 


1 


■        '  '  ■  Students     Four-Yeaf-     Two- Year     Tour-Year  -  Two-- Year     Proprietary  Vocational 


- "Pybllc 


STITUTION  TYPE  AND  COHTROL 


Public'       Private.  Prlvate^ 


Other 


Average  Anoun^  tp_ 
,  Aid  Recipient^  ^  ' 

$1,087 
.(935) 

St 

•$  si^  ' 

.'$'  618 
~  (638)' 

'$T,723 
^(1,112) 

$l^0ij'f 
.  :(S77).' 

$1,262  . 
(823) 

%  .885.' 
.  (708J 

$  ':963  - 
,f805) 

'    ^erc^nt  Receiving 
GRAUT^     '  \ 

53/2%  ■ 

• 

.il7.2| 

Ik 

\ 

* 

55. 1%  ' 

'':i62:-9%  , 

« 

If  * 

«  * 

58.1%  ' 

Averagfe*  Amount  to 
Grant  Recipients^. 

$.  V90,  . 
(793) 

6?0 

:  ('693)  . 

$  A;?7  ' 

(A03> 

$U20A. 
,      . (957T 

"$  610 

m) 

,$  *633 
(555) 

$  513 
T552) 

#  . 

%  ^0  * 
•  (686). 

Percent  Receivfnd   *  ^ 

21.8% 

k7.S% 

Id. 2% 

I6,lt- 

13. 'J*^ 

30.3% 

WORK  s      ^              '  .  ■ 

^'  V 

■  A 

• 

^Aver|^e  Arooupt  to 

Job  Holders.^        .  ^V. 
♦  » 

$  ^27 
(^122)/ 

(334> 

.  $  381 

ikn) 

'  $   '«61  . 
'  (A90) 

$  386 
(358) 

■  $  58A 
^  (571) 

'  %  '565-. 
(5A^) 

$  251 
(311) 

rercenL  nfeceivtny 

22  Tisr  * 

1  ^  • 

'    26 .  "it 

25  i  8% 

15.0% 

^  22.6%  • 
• 

17.0% 

LOAN-  *  f 

/ 

^  ■  /. 

'i 

*                       •  • 

< 

^  - 

*  Average  Amount  .to. 
•|x>an  Recipients^. 

$     798  . 

(A.56) 

•  I  760. 

(506> 

$1,0AD 
(632)..  ' 

$1,285 
(880) 

■  $1,365 
t56A)  . 

?I,I06'  ■ 
(398) 

■'  $i,b8i-. 
-  Kk\%) 

'Percent  Receiving 

■  19.6* 

7.6%  • 

3^.15%*  • 

'36.6% 

15.1,% 

'  ~'  22.0% 

•  * 

BENEFIT 

AveVage  Amount' to  • 
Benef  Iclar/es^        .  . . 

.  ^  'percent  Receiving/^ 

-$  858 
Oy(735) 

8i»9 

.  .(6M) 

$  658 
(629) 

6-.  255 

$I,1A7  ' 
.  .  <935) 

3.8% 

(619).. 

$1,193 
(619)  • 

'  5;i'* 

$  "  870 
(806) 

6.7% 

$1,167 
r  (979) 

1.2% 

ERJC  ^Ay^age  amounts  calculated  for  those  reporting  typ^bf  aid, 
■ '"T"^ ;  carcufated'  means,'.  '  .  '  '  . 


Standard  deviations  ar?  sTiown  In  parentheses  below 


fled  th'6R£5dtves 

/ 

among  the  sogft  ..^  J 


^  ffieshme^  at -private  four-year  and  proprietary  I/istltutlorfs  ident 
as  aid  recipients*    The  private  four-year  collie  freshmen  were 
likely  to  receive, gTrants  (47.9  percent)  or*loans  i^kx  percent). 
.  ^school  freshmen  were* a Iso^  among  the  most  lljcely  to  h^ve  used  loans  (36^6  pefcent). 


but  were" among  the  least,  likely  to  receive  gr'ant  or  s'cholarship 


16»I  'percent  share).    Less  than  half  of  the  freshmen  at  thd 


Projjrietary 


4ld  (an  estimated 

CDSr  publlS  tWO'' 


'  year  institutions  reported  receiving  any  terro-^time'aid,  and  tiie^majori^  of 
these  reclpijents  reported  earnings  from  term-time  employment*  , 

\Average  total  aid  to.  recipients  ranged,  from  $618  at  put^lic  two-year  colleges 
to  $Jy723_  at  private  four-year  institutions*    This  patfem  In  average  amounts  , 
across  Institution  sectors  is  generally  mirrored  for  grant  and  scholarshfp 
winners  and  borrowers.    The  least  variation  In  either  recipl^t  sihares  or  ^ 
average  amounts  appeared  for  term-time  workers.  '  *• 

\/, ^       •  ^  . 

3.    Packaging  of^  Aid  by  Student/Family- and  Institution ^t@4butes 

'Since  costs  of  attendance  and  Institutional  aid  funds  djffer  among 
**  '  '  '    \  "  , 

•^postsecondgrry  Institutions,  the  needr^and  capacity  to  package  different 

*  types  of  aid  also  vafy  grea-t,ly.    In  ;5ome  i'nstan'ces^  however,  institutions 

might  package  more  types  of  aid  or- inc^ludejgijant  aid  to  the  most  desirable 

.students.    Tliese  general,  patterns  of  packaging  are  considered  below. 


.    ,  Student/Family  Attributes/  Certain  types,  of  students  tended* to  receive 
more  types  of  aid  and  grant  packages  than  others.    The  distributions  of  aid 
packages,  a^ordlng  to  the  attributes  of  the  student  recipient  are  presented 

T        .  .  < 

In  Table  IV-I5.    The' distributions  suggest  that  low  incofneV  high  ability.,  and 

*.    ■"'-         -    .  .  ' 

minority  aid  ireclplents  we're  morfe  likely  to  receive  more-  than  one  type. of 

Student  aid*    Vhile  over  half  of  th^  lowest  Income  aid  recipients  reported 

roofe  than  ori^  ty?e  of  ajd  (51.^?),  an  estimated  22^8  percent  of  the  highest 

'  IncoQfe  group  recel,ved  a  multiple- type  aid  package*    A  slcsltar,  although^/not 

as  pronounced,  difference  emerges  yhen  whit^  and  black  a^d  recipients  are 

compared*        '  /i     "  ' 

**  ^  * 

Grant  packages,  with  arid  without  other  aid,  were  most  common  among 

1o^  Income  and  high  ability  aid  recipients,  accounting  for-68.3  perc^t  ^ 

^        \'         ^  ^  ■ 

and  ^5*8  percent  of  the  packages,  respectively.    But,  while  the  lowJncome  * 

I 

aid  reci^jienj  was  iess  likely  to  receive  grants  as  §  singl^-^typ^*  of  ai'd, 
the  high  ability  aided  stud^t  was  relatively  more  likely  to  Receive  gr^if 
aid  as. 9  single  type  (36.3%  vs,  1\*T%  for  low  ability  recipients)  or  packaged 


with  other  types;  of  aid  (39*5%  vs.  25*^1  for  low  aW 1 1 ty  recipients) . 
Since  the  high- ability  students  were  more  iikely  to  attend  higher  coSt^ 
private  f^r-year  colFeges,  Ihis  pattern, might  |iave  reflected  the  ne^d 


'  •  _  TABLE  lV-15  . 

Compos  It  ton' 6f  Financial  Aid  Package  Received  bv  1972-73- Aided  Entering  FuH-Tltne  F^reshinen 


-BV  Selected  Student  and  Family  Attributes. 


STUDENT/FAMtLY 
ATTRlBUtE 


"    Alt  AI<Jed  Fceshjnen 

,V  fah».y'  ihcohe  guARyiE^ 

.        ■  Low 

\jBMer  Middle 
Upper  Middle 
High 


Total 
Aided 
Freshmen 


100.0 


100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 


COMPOSITION  OF  PACKAGE 
<Percent  Olstrlbutlon) 


'Iz 


single  Tyjie  Only       'j    H6re  Than''Oi|e  Type 


Grant  Vfork 
£6.9  ~  18.5  n.'8 


.  Without 
Benef 1 1  .  Granjt  Gtlant 


5.1  ' 


22.3'  9.8  10:5'''  6.2 

2^1.8  16.3  11.4;  4.6 

28,3  19.9  T2'l  *  -N^.I 

3K9  30.4-  IU2  >>7 


32.7      . 510 


46.0 
37^8 
30  ..1 
18.4 


5;  4* 
5.1 
5.5 
4.4 


ACHIEVEMENT/ABILITY  GROUP^ 

9 

> 

;    .  low 

100.0 

24.1*  • 

15.0 

•6.9. 

26.4  . 

.  5.9  • 

Lower  Middle 

100;0 

-  25.5 

16,4 

12.9 

■-  5.6 

33:8 

.5.8 

Upper  Middle 

100.0 

•  30.0 

1*4-0 

5.9 

•3.9 

39.7 

3.5  - 

i 

^       High  ' 

100.0 

36,3 

•3.?. . 

6.2  ; 

;  •  1 .5 

39.5 

3.2 

Of 

• 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  GROuK*^ 

# 

White  , 

160. 0 

■27.9- 

19.3 

1J.4* 

5.3". 

31.6 

V4;5 

c  Black 

100.0 

16.6 

12.3 

1-5.1 

4.0  , 

42.9 

9.1 

-Hispanic  ^  _ 

100.0  ' 

23.4  ■ 

l'0.3 

14:7 

3.7  r 

39.8 

8.1  . 

Other  , 

100.P 

29.5 

2^1 

6.5 

2.3 

36,3 

3.3 

^Income  quartiles  calcalated  froni  student-reported  Income  Interval  •estfmatesi 
Low  -  le^s^than  $7,500;  Lower  Middle  »  $7,500  to  $10,500;  Upper  HJddle  ^  $10^500  io 
,$15,000;  H|gh  «  9ver  $15,000*    Di^rlbutlbns  exclude  students  for  whom*  no  Incomj^  estimate^ 
Is  available  (approxImateTy  18%)*  ^  't^ 

°Studepts^^re-grouped,  according  to  SAT-equivalent  scores:  Low^«  less.th^n  800; 
Lower  Mfdrfte  -  800  to  950;  Upper  Middle  »  950  to  J,  100;  High  «  over  1,100.  Dlstrlbutaoris 
exclude  sttJdents-for  whom  no  SAT-equivalent  score  Is  available  (approximately  2%). 

^Students  ^re  grouped  according  to  self-identified  racial/ethnic  category.  Other 
category  Includes  American  Indian  and  Asian -American  students.    Oistf  ibutlons  excVi/de 
students  for  whom  no  racial/ethnic  identification  Is  available  {approximately  2%)l 
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faced  by  higher  Income  families  (met  with  'Institutional  grant  aid  only)  and 
by  lower  Income  families. (met  with  Federal  and  Institutional  grant^aid' plus 
/o^her  types)  at  thesp  Institutions.*  "     *  ^  .  .    .  .  - 

,    '    It  is  Interesting  to  note  that  lower  abi  1  ity, ,bjack,  or  hisjjanic  ^Id 


recipients  were  , relatively  more  likel'y'to  rely  oji  Ibans  as  the  only  \ype 
of  aid*    For  the  1^  abill.ty  recipfents,  loans  apparently  met  the^s^^ 
need  that  higher  ability  students  filled  with  other  types  of  aid  and  multiple 
type  packages*    For  blacks.,  hov^ever,  the  relatively  heavy  use  of  loans 
occured  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 'they  were  also  more  likely  to  receive  • 
packages  with  more  than  one  type  of  ai<E't^.O^  compared  to  36.1%  of  t^ie  ^ 
white  students).    Since  minorities  were  more  likely  to  attend  public  two-year, 
proprietary,  and  vocational  institutions,  the  use  of  loans  probably . reflected  the* 
differences  In  eni'ol  Iments  across  Institutional  srectors.     In  tlon, 
minorities  might  have  encoqntered  greater  difficulties  In  llnlng'up  part-- 

•     '  '  '      :  '  '  *  ^  ' 

time,  off-campus  employment.    Either  explanation  (or  a  combination  of  both) 
could  account  for  the  distribution  of  aid  packages  across  racial/ethnic 
groups.  ,  ;        ^  >fe      .  . 

institutional  Attributes.  .  The  composition  of  the  financial  aid  package 

differed  according' to'  Institutional  attributes  as  well.    These  differences 

are  evident  i.ri  Table  iy-l6.    Among  lS[72-73  aided  full-time  freshmen,  those 

-  •     •  .  *,  c 

attending  institutions  which  enrol  led  ^relatively  higher  income^or  higher  ability 

students  were  more  likely  to  receive  more  than  one  type  of  aid*    In  particular/ 

an  estimated  37*7  percent  of  all  aided  students  reported  a  multiple  aid 

package.    Among  thoSe  enrolled  at  higher  Income  or  higher  ability  Institutions,  * 

multiple-type  aijd  packages  accounted  for  47.6  percent  and,  51.0  pertent  of         .  . 

the  aid  packages,  respectively.    These  sam^  students  ^Iso  were  more  likely 


v; 


-if 


TABLE  *IV-16 


Compos ftlon  of  Financial  Aid  Package  Received  by  1972-73  Aided  Entering  FuH^Ttme  Freshman 


by  Selected  Institution  Characteristic^ 


WSTfnjTION  ATTRIBUTI 


COMPOSITION  OF  PAt;KAGE 
(Percent  Distribution). 


.  \ 


•Total 

V 

Aided 
Freshmen 


Single  Type  Only 


>}ore  Than  One  Type 


ft  1  UJ 

If  1,  UiOU^ 

C  rant* 

uvcsn 

oen^r i w 

12  ran  c 

uran  c 

All  MfdeH  Fxeshmeo 

100.0 

26,3 

18.5 

'  11.8 

'  .5.1'. 

.  32.7 

5:0  • 

HEDlAN.fAMILY  INCOME 

quartFles** 

1 

> 

100  0  ' 

21  <3 

7  4 

Lower.  Middle 

100,0 

27.  V 

18.-6 

10.0 

33.5 

5.^ 

1 

^         Upper  niodie 

1  nn  n 

00  1 

ih  ^3 

1  u  •  ^ 

• 

in  Jl* 

.     hh  9 
•     n*t  ♦Z 

MEDIAN  ACHIEVEMENT/ 

c 

V 

ABILITY  group'' 

t 

i 

• 

l-o^        -      -7  • 

100. 0  - 

19.1 

21.8 

21p? 

7.0 

'  -23.1 

7.3 

Lower  Hfddle 

100,0 

26.5 

26.4 

9.6' 

.  6.6 

26.6 

4.3 

.     /  Upper  Middle 

100.0 

30.6 

li.9 

9.i» 

3.9 

36.2 

5.0 

HIgfi 

I'bo.o 

27..  3 

9.8- 

10.2 

1.7 

48.2 

2.8 

INSTITUTION  RACE^  . 

• 

*  1 

.'Predominantly  White 

100. 0  • 

27.1 

18.*6 

11.7 

V.I 

32.6 

4.9 

'         Predominantly  Black 

-lOO.O 

'1-^ 

15.t) 

12. 9^ 

.  .9 

■  49.1 

10.6 

Students  are  grouped  according  to  median  family  Income  at  the  Institution  attended: 
Low  «  less  than  $7,500;  Lower  Middle  «  $7,500  to  $10,500;  Upper  Middle  «  410,500  to 
$15^000;  High  =».  over  $15;000*    Distributions  exclude  students  for  whom  no  median  family 
Income  estimate  is  available  (approximately  22?) .    '  ,  •  '  * 

^Students  are  grouped  accordfng  to  the  Institution-reported  median  Freshman  SATiscore: 
Low*  less  than  8OO;  Lower  Middle  «  8OO  to  950;  Upper^MIddle  ^*  950  to  l,100;_HIgh  «  over 
J,j|oO»    StucJents  for  whom  no  medlJfn  Freshman  SAT  score  Is  available  are  assunfeii  to^be 
enfl^p^led  at  non-selectlve  Institutions  and  are  assigned  ^an  Institution  SAT  score  of  37^^ 
^  (see  Racjner  "and  MiLler  (1975))..  -  .\  . 

^gtudents^are  grouped  according  to  the  institution-reported  , predominant  raclal/ethijlc 
composition  0/  ti)e  student  body.    Studfents  for  whom 'fio  Iijstltutlon  race  Identification. 
Is  ivat Table 'are  Include(3*!n  the  predominantly  white  Institution  distributions*  • 


lis 


to  have  received  grants,  ^Ith  or  without  other  types  of  aid.    Notably,  aid  pack-, 
ages  at  *"low*  Hicome"  or  ^Mow  ability"  instltutl^His  consisted,  in  large  part^  of 
Voan  or  work  proceeds  as.  the  sole  source  of.  external  support.  'At  i fist itutfions  with 
relatively  low  Income  students,  21     percent  of  the  a ^d  .recipients  reported 
earnings  as  the  sgl,e  source  of  aid.    For  ,aid  recipients* attending  low  aoll  ity.^  insti; 
tuj^IonSr  about  22  percent  received  earnings  arjd  an  equal  share  relied  solely  on 
loSns^    The  21.7  percent -reporting  loan  aid  only  was  over  double  the  share  re*  > 
corded  by  their  peers  atfendiog  ''upper  middle  Incoroe"  institutions. 

These  comparisons^highliglifes^thd  underlying  differences  in  student  costs  of 
attendance  and  institutional  capacities  to  padcage  aid  anxshg  institutions.  The 
higher  income  and  higher  abi  1  ity  student  bodies  are  located  at  higher  <:ost  pr4- 
vate  institutions-    To  some  extent,  students  at' these  institutions  require  lalrger 
aroouats  of  aid  and^  hence,' a  multiple-type  aid  package..  Beyond  this,^  the  private 
institutions  have  larger  amounts  of  Institutional  funds,  which  can  account  for 
the  large  share  of  gr'ant  packages.    Public  two-year,  vocational,  and  proprfe^tary 

*  * 

institutions  —  those  serving  the  lower  income  or  lower  ability  st^i^ent  popu- 
lation ".generally  have  lower  cos ^^f  attendance  and/or  Smaller  amounts  of 
institutional  res<5>arces.  ^Either  a ttr:ibSte  reduces  the  ftkelihood  of  packaging 
grants  or  nxJre'^ than  .one  type  of  aid;    ISince  many  loans  afid  term-time  jobs  arfe  ' 
secut>ed  by  the  stu^enf  through  non- institutional  channe^ls,  the  heavy  reliance  on 

'  ' .     ,   ,     I    ,    '    '   •       ;      \  .  . 

these  types  of  aid  reflects  the  limited  rple  of*" the  institutional  jid  office 

-  ,  ■     t  r 

at  these  schools.—  -  i  **:. 


/Amonj  1971-73  Student  Resource  Survey  respondents,  for  example,  only  one-fourth 
of  the  jobs  were-  ident-l^led  as  **on-campus/'  or  College  Work-Study  position^  (Colle 
Entrance  Examination  Board  Cl973a^)#  -  ^.  *      .  ' 
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*  Finally^  refer rjnq  bacjc  to  Table  IV-16.,  .aided  students  attending  pre-ii  ,  . 
domlnant^y  black  Instftutlons  were  almost  on'e-tialf  agafrj  as  likely  to  recelveU 

ja  roulti-pl^-type  aid  package  as*  the  average  alced  stu;ient*    Here,  an  estimate^-  , 

'  ^  •        '  ,  -      -  ^       •    ' '  '  . '  '  "  *  B  - 

55*7  percent  received  more  than  one  type  of  aid  compared  to  37*7  percent  for^^.- 

all  aided  students^    This  finding  s)iou4d  not  be  surprising,  since. the  pre- 

dominantly  black  Institutions  gwerally  served  a  lower  Income  client€wle.^  Two 

differences  In  the  distribution  of  aid  packages  betwe^  the  Institution  racl^lp 

groups  are  of  Interest,  however.    Firsts  when  all  grant. recipients  were  corobf^ed 

(with  and  without. other  types  of  aid),  there  wa$  a  remarkably  small  differfenc^t 

in  thp  shares  receiving  grants:  59^7  percent  1n  predominantly  white  InstltutJdns 

versus  *60. 6  percent  In  black  institutions.    Second,  it  appears  that  single  ikpjsi^ 

'  ^  '  ^  ^  • '  ' 

'aid  recipients  at  the  black  colleges  were'more  likely  to  receive  loans*    A©^.%  • 

-    •       -  .....  ; 

noted  above,  both  findings  are  consistent  wLthr  appar^'tly  relatively  small  ; 

amounts  of  InstTtut  ional  aid  funds  at  the  black*  col  leges.  .  * 

-  _  ,  I, 

^*  • 

.  Institutional  Financial  Characteristics^   .The  composition  of  the  financial 
aid  package  appears  , to  be  associated  with  differences  in  i nsti tut ionaV  sources 
r  of  revenue.      For  institutions  receiving'  a  large  share  of  their  instructional 

-  revenues  from  student  tuitions,  the  greater  need  for  fmancial  aid  appeared 

^  /         '    •  -  '        .    .  ' 

*  to  be*  met  through  mumple-type  packages  or  loans.    This  finding  emerges?, 

'  ^       *       J  ' 

from  the  d^ta  presented  in  Table  IV-17*    An  estimated  A9.O  pertent  of  aided' 

NLS  full-time  freShmen  enrolled  at  higH  tuition-dependent  schools  reported 

receWIag  more  than  one  type  6f  aid.    FurtTier,  these  students  V^ere  almost 

twicers  likely  to  have  received  a  'loan  ^s. their  peers  attending  lower  tultfon 

« 

Institutions  {12»3  percent  compared  to  6.7).  As  expected,  the  pattern  was 
reversed  when  students  were  grouped  accohding  to  Institution  depend^nceion 

^    '  1  .... 

government  revenue •  -  ^ 


•      TABLE' I.V-17  "        '   -    .  ■  '   ■  . 

"   ■  '  ■'      •  /  , 

Composttlon  of  Financial  Aid  Package  Received  by  1972-73  Aided  Enteylng  Full-time  Freshmen 


by  Selected  Institutional  Ftngndal . CharacterKstics" 


INSTITUTION  FINANCIAL. 
•  .-^CHASACTfeRl^TIC 


All.  Aided  Freshmen 

'TfftTfOH  AS  SHARE  OF. 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET^ 

'>      Up  to'  20  Percent 
20.  to  60  Percent 
.  Over  60  Percent 


COMPOSITION  OF  PACMGE 
(Percent  DistrlbufJonK 


Total 
Aided  • 
Freshmen • 


100.0 


■jingle  Type  Only 


100.0 
100.0 
100.0 


Ftore' Than' One  Type 


-  .  •  •       ;  /  'With  Without 

6rar),t     Work     Loan     Benef  i  t    .  Grant     Grant<  . 


-26:9  V^8.5  ■  11.8 


26.0  31.5'  6^7 
29.5  16.3  10.9 
24.7  -  10.3  12.3 


.5.1 


7.6 
4.0 
3.7 


3^.7 


23.9 
34.6 

:  43.3 


5:0^ 


4.3 
4.7 
5.7 


•GOVERNMENT' REVENUE  AS 
SHARE  QF  INSTRUCTIONAL 
BUDGET^  ^ 


( 


Up  to  20  Percent 
20  to  60  Percent 
Over  60  Percent 


100.0  24.6'  10,4  11-8-  3.3  44.0  5.9 
100.0  3V.9  -12.6  I0.6  4.0  38.9  2.-0 
100.0         28.1     23.5   •  9.4        5.8         28.5  4.7 


SIFT  AND  ENDOWMENT' 
INCOME  AS  SHARE  OF  ^ 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET^  / 

Up  to  10  Percent  ^ 
Over  10  Percent  ". 


100.0 
100.0 


27.7  19-.7 
24.6  9.7 


11. 1 
7.6 


'5.3 
2.2 


.31.2 
51.0 


5.0 
4.9 


^Calculated  aS' share  of  institutional  revenues  aval labl^  fftc 'instructional- purposes 
funded  through  specified  j^rce.  Distributions  exclude  students  for  whom^no  Instltutiqn 
revenue  data  are  avaflgW'il^pproxImately  14%).  "      •  s 


.^TiSt^|i?tJori^  V^hl^h  utilized  greater  amcnints  'pf  gift  and  ehdpvjffnerft  frtcome 
were  morje  likely  to  package  several  types  of  aJM.,  to!  their  needy' students: 
55»9 -percyt  of  ay  a tdec^  students  at  these  schools  received, mult Iple- type  '  , 
€(.Iol  pa'cksyges.'  S^lnce  these  instttutipns  were  more  Ukejy  ta  be  private^  the 


mu^ltf^le-^yj^  3^  packages^.  probably  filled  a  ttted  for  larger  anKnmts  of  aid* 
It  tewlnterestlng'  tte note  that  the^instltutions  eniploylng  greater  shares  of 
gift  an3:  eJ'dov^ifeit  inC^e^te  were  able  td  package  around*  grants  •and  schol;3rshlps  ' 
to  bveiv  tl^reej'fouVths  pf^tft^ir  aid  recipient^*    As  shov^n,  this  reduced,  the 
shiaWpof  recipients  at  these  institutions  epjf>loying  temr-tlme  earnings,  loan 
proceeds^  or  transfer  fncoroe  benefits  i^-thefr  sole  source  of  external  support,. 

^     ■  -      ■     •  •     I  ■■■■■■ 

Student  Aid  Budgets.    pinaHy,  a  comparison  of  the  distrlbutibn  of  pack-* 
.  ages  according  to  sources  of  Institutional  aid  funds' is  presented  In  Table  IV-18» 
The  pattern  of  packages  for  each  student  ai'S  budget  source  was  similar*  Instf-" 
tutlons  with^reater  amounts  of  discretionary  ""student  aid  fond?  or  i^artlci- 
•pating  In.a  Federal  campus-basetf.  student  aid  program  were  more  Ijkely  to  pro- 
vide  multiple-typl|  packages.    Over  43  percent  of  the  aid  packages  at*inst]- 
tutions  utilizing  greater  relative  amourits/df  discretionary  aid^^eCeived  thijs 
ty{)^  of  package^  a  fuH  five  pepcentage  points  greater  than  the  proportion  ^ 
evidenced  hy  other  instl tutions*    When' Students. are  grpuped  according  to  their 
Institution's  participation  in  Federal  cMipus-based  aid 'programs,  the  same 
pattern  emerged - 

two  factors  can  account  for  the  observed  distributions.    FiVst,  private 
col  leges, swhich  imposed  greatef  tui  tion  charges  on  tlieir  students,  wer-e  more 
likely  to  use  and  require  institutional  and  Feder'al  funds  in  meeting  re- 
latively  greater  student  needs*    Second,  the  Federal  pr|)grams  included  explicit 
and 'implicit  matching  requirements  within  the  programs  aifd  wlth^other  types 
and  sources  of  aid.    Institutions  lacking  ^the  need  to  package  large  amounts 
of  •aid  per  student,  or  lacking  the  reso^r^  to  meet  the  matching  requirements, 
.  >«u!dl  not  participate  in  the  programs..     ;  ' 


fV-51 


TABLE  IV- 18 


Coropbs.U}ot>  of  FlnancfaJ  Afcl  Package  Received  by  1972-73  Ai^ed  Entertng  t^ull'TIme  Freshmen 


by  SeTected  institution  Student  Aid  Budget  Character tstlcs 


INSTITUTION  :i 


TE 


All  Aided  Freshmen,. 

DiSCRETlONARY^STUbENT 
AID  FOHDS  AS  SHARE  OF 
' STUDENT  BUDGETS  .  •  . 

Up'  to  5,  Percent 
Over  5  Percent  * 


Total 
Aided 
Freshmen 


100.0 


100. Q 
100.0. 


-  z  - 

COMPQUTION  OF  PACKAGE.  , 

(Percent  Distribution)  ' 


Single 


T 


Granir  •  Work    .  L(^,n  Ber^eflt 
26.9     18.5     IT. -8  ^5.1 


zy-^a  20.7  10.8  5.2 
26. 9i    15.8      9.2  ^.5 


More  Than  One  Type 

Wl.tht  Without.; 
Grant    ^  Grant  . 

32.7  5.0' 


38.'^ 


^.7 
5.1 


'  COLKGE  WORK-STUDY 
HJNDS  AS  SHARE  OF 
STUDENT  BUDGfejo 

Noife 


100.0       ^s.'j  21.9 

JOO.O         27.5  ^7.2 


lij.O 
10.0 


7:0 


28.2 
35.9 


6.5 
4.8 


lUtTIAL  YEAR  EDUCATIOKAL 
OPPORTUNjTY  GRANT  FUNDS 
A^  SHARE  OF  -STUDENT 

.  BUDGET 


None  ^ 

Up  tQ,.25  Percent f 


100.0 
100.0 


23.7 
27.6 


21.7 
17.1 


B.3 
9.6c 


6.ij 
4.5 


25.4 
36.4 


6.5 
4.8 


NATIONAL 'DIRECT  STUDENT 
LOAN'FUH^^AS  SHARE  OF 
'  STUDENT  BUDGET** 


Jtone   :    ,  . 

Up  to,  25  Percent 


100.0 
100.-0 


26.6 
27.3 


25.8' 
16.0 


,23..9 
37.3" 


5.-1 
4.5 


Students  grouped  according  to  sh^l  of,  student  cpst;s  of  attendance  .covered  by  * 
discretionary  Institutional  student  a  {^outlays  (s^  text).  Dlstrfbut^ons  exclude  s 
for  whom  no  Institutional  data  are' aval  table  .(apTfroxfniately  l4?). 


average 
studerhts 


"Students  grouped  according  to  shajie  of  .student  costS  of  attendance  covered  bjr  average' 
'■—    Student  aid  outlay  from  specified  program  (see  tysxt).    Dtstrlbutf<?ns  exclude  students /or 
vftom  no  Insti'tutlonal  data  are  avafl able  {approximately  1 4^J .         ,  '  * 


4- 


^V^r  •         ,     .  .  lV-52 

-        ^  /'    ■  '  •  •  ' 

institution  Type  and  Cgntrolt    The  ^d{strtbutlon  of  packages  wlthlrr  ^* 

■     '   ^         '      '  '  : 

each  Institutlpnal  sector  presented  In  Table  tV^J9  reflects  the  cumulative 

*  •  *      .  ,  *. '  .  ; 

^   ^        efiFects  of  stmient  aid  irjstltutlonal  factors*  Mn  1972*73,  about  ,62  per^cent 

;i  of  *all  alde<f  entering  full-time  freshmen  received  a  sljigle  type  of  aid. 

/.  *        *  -    '  ,  •       *  *      .    .  " 

^  The  estimated  shares  of.  recipients  wtth  one  t^e  of  afd  onc^yt  ranged  from  ^ 
'*"***  '  •     *.  .  •  *  . 

>-  4^ 'percen^a-t  prlvai:e^four-year  Institutions  to  8^  percent -at  vocational  t_ 

school5•^    Publtc  two**year  and  proprietary  school  recipients  were  more  likely 

than  the  averag^  aid  reclpl^t  ^o  recelve^a  single  type  of  aid,  '  . 


In  part',  these  differences  reflected  5llfferenpps  In  student  costs  of 


attendahce*    Those  attending  the  higher  cost,  private  four^year  institutions 
required  larger  amounts  (and  more  types)  of.aidr  The  differences. 
,   also  reflected'  the  matching* requirements  In  Federal  campus-based  student 
aid  programs-  and  the  availability  of  institutional  funds.    The  latter  oo**  ' 
servatlon  emerges  from  compaVlng  the  distributions  of  packages  for  prfvafe 
four-ye^r  and  profSrletary  school  aid  recipients.    Although  costs  of 
attendancJe  were  ne^ly  the. same  In  both^ectors/ aid  recipients  In  private' 
four-year  col  leges- were  more  TrkeW  to  receive  a  package  with  more  t^arr  ope 
type  of  aid.    In  ^act,  about'half  df  all  aided  private  four-year  college 
students  received  a  multiple  type^]^d^  package  which  included  some  grant 
or  scholarship  support.'.   On  the  .other "hand,  [Proprietary  school  recipients 

»    irelled  moit  heavily. on  foans  --r  an.  estimated  37.5^  reported  this  aid  as  tijeir 

'  «i       •      '  ^  .  •  .  .  '  '  . 

sole. resource.  o.f> externa l^supRort.  #  Further,  those  proprietary  school  aid  re- 
•'cipie\its  reccLi'vytng  more 'thaji, one  type  of  aid  were  atout'  equally  likely  to  report 


an  al^<$lpackage  wi^fe.^orjt^lthout  grant  support.    Again,  the  finding  implies  that 
these  students  utilize^  non-institutional  aid  sources  —  GSL,  regular  bank  loans, 
^transfer  Income. benefits/  and  part-time  jobs  —  to  meet  their  expenses. 


femposltloh  of  Financial  Aid  Paclcage'i^ecerved  by  1972-73  Aided  Entering  Fu1T-T!fne  Freshmen 
[        '   [     '  *'  by  Irfs'tltution  Type  and  Control  ~      ~     •  '  •       ~    ~'  ~ 


POHPOSITIOH  OTTfiCKAtJE  ^  ' 
^        ^    (Percent  /D^$trij);utton)     ^  • 


TptaJ 


Aided ^  Single  Type  Only '     "     Hore-Tfian  One  Type 

Fees 


With  Without 

Grant  |  Work     Loan   ^'Benefit  '  Grant       Grant  • 


All' institution? 

ioo;o 

2S..9 

18.A 

*11.7 

• 

'  r.i 

-J3.0  • 

Public  Four^Yeart 

100.0. 

31  .'0 

11.6 

k.7 

'33.7 

Public  Two-^ear 

roo.o 

2k, 5 

35. 9> 

6.3 

7.6 

i21.7  . 

k.o 

■;PrMpte  four-Year  ■ 

'  100.0 

25.3 

9.0 

8iO 

2.2 

50.1 

5.  A  ^■ 

PrIyVtfe  Two-Yea r 

100.0  ' 

3Sik 

7.9 

17.0 

8.r 

27 .'2  ' 

].k 

Proprietary , 

ioo;o 

12.8 

18.2 

37.5. 

5.5 

12.6  ^ 

1-3.4 

Vocational 

looid  * 

20. A 

2A.0 

2A,3 

u:5 

9.9  . 

6.9 

■'Other 

.  •  100.0 

-23.7 

2^.1. 

20.8 

1.1 

28.3 

3.0 

Distribution  and  Packaging  of  Federal  Aid  lay  Student/Family 
— »'  gnd  Instttutton  Attributes       ,      .  '  • 


^      Subj'ert  to  program  *VesVr  let  Ions  and  liis^tutfonal  pollctes,  the  financial 
aid  recetved  by  the  student  ^bijslsts  of  diffei'ent  aihounts  of  funds  cwiblned 
frt>ra;Fedej-aI  and  non-Federal  sources,  .  From  the  p^spectlve  of  ihp  FederaJ  ' 
pol'fpyrmaker,  Jt  Is  u^ful  to  kncM*J^  Federal  aid  is;  distributed  along  . 
various  student^and  Institutional  categories.    Further^  it  Is  belpflil  to  ex'- 
amfne  the  jSxtent  to  which  Federal  aid  Is  auynented  by^  aid  from  non-Federal 
sourcei^.-/   These  patterns  are  ^mlned  below.  I 


Student/family  Attributes.    In  1972-73,  ^Federal  student  aid  appeared  to 
be' dlstrlbuteovto  lower  Income  or.r^inorlty  aid  recipients.    Fui^fier,  when 
non-Pe/ieral  ald-^s^>ackaged  with  Federal  aid,  these  disadvantaged  student^ 
groups  ^ere  morfe  likely  to  receive  the  combined  aid  than  higher  Income  or 
majority  students.    These  conclusions  emerge  from  an  examination  of  the  data 
prj^sented  In  Table  lV-20     Here,  aid  recipients  are  Va^t  I  Cloned  Into  three 
package  categories:  recipients  of  a  combined  Federal/non-Federal  package,  ^ 
recipients  of  Federal  aid  only^,  and  recipients  of  Jion-Federal  airf  only.  Note 
that  an  estimated  75  perc^t  of  aided  low>rteome,  fulT-tlme  /reshmen  reported 
Federal*  student  aid  from  both  sources,  compared  to,  a  36*6  percent  share  among 
their  high  income  peers.    In  large  part,  the  findings  for  low  income  aid 


r/The  discussion  which  follows,  is  descriptive.    Given  the  available  datS, 
Tt  Is* Impossible  tosay  if  Federal  aid  encouraged  larger  amounts  of  rion- 
F^d^ral  'aid  to  the  Federally-aided  j^tudents  than  would  be  the  case  without 
Federal  afd.-    In  fact,  some  have  argued  t^hat  F^eral  aid  merely  sufas%ftutes 
for  the  rton-sFederaT  afd,  freeing  up  funds  for  other  students.    While  npt 
T^fflvStf' here,  two  points  suggest  that  Federal  aid  programs  are  generating 
non-Federal/ at d  to  the  target  groups.    First,  the  Federally-aided  stiident 
repoi^ted  almost  twice  as  much  ald'^as  his/her  non-Federal ly  aided  p^er. 
Setond,  while  80  percent  of  all  student  aid  lnri972-73  derived  from  Federal 
^ourges,  almost, ha If  of  the  NLS  full-time* aid  recipients  reported  aid  from 
a  /fen-^Federal  source.  ' 


■   ■       » .  .    ■  '      •      •  •  - 

Packaging  of  Federal  Aid  to  1972'73  Aided  Enterfng  Full -Time  Freshmen 
*        ^-  "     by-'istudent  and  Fami  ly  Attrlbtteer  ]    7^  T_ 


STUD£HT/fAHlLY  ATTRIBUTE' 


PERCENT  OF  AIDED  FULL-TI«E.  FRESHHEH  *  - 


All  Aided  Freshmerr 


Total.  Receiving.         Receiving.  Receiving 

Aided  •  Federal  and  federal*  Non-Federal 
Freshmen      Non-Fedieral  Aid     Aid  Only  •      AJd  Only 


100.0 


28.2 


27.3 


44.5" 


FA8ILY  IHCtiHE  QUARTILE^ 

r-' 

» 

100. 0  . 

'      •  38.6 

36.0 

'      '  25.4 

.      Lower  Middle 

100.0 

31.9 

2a.p 

40.1 

Upper  Middle  ' 

100. 0 

27.7 

23.r 

49:2 

«HIgh 

1 

100.0 

16.2- 

'  20.4 

^  .  63.4 

ACHlgVEHEHT/ABILtTY. 
>  * 

'  Low 

Lower.  Middle 
UpVer  Middle 
High. 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  GROUP^ 

.White 
Black 
■  HIspanjc 
Other 


\  ■ 

lOo.o 

22.6-' 

'36.3  . 

41.1 

100.0  •• 

31.6 

27.) 

41.3 

100.9 

31.0 

22.6 

•  46.4 

100.0/ 

"  35.4 

.^3^4 

*  « 

C 

lOQ.O 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 


27.3 
32.6 
'39.4 
32.5 


'  25.3 

.  48.7 

39.0 

*20.2  ' 


47.4 
18.7 
21.6 
4/.  3 


^Income  quart! les  calculated  from  student-reported  Income  interval  estimates: 
LcM  -Jejss  than  %f\SQO\  \xMftr  fttddle  »  $7,500  to  $I0,500>,  Upper  Middle  »  $10,500 
to  $15,009^  HIg^»  over  $15,000.    Distributions  excflude  students  f rom  whora  no  Income 
estimate  is  Available  (approxlroatety  18%).  '         H    #    .  '    '       •  * 


^Students  ^re  grouped ''according  to  SAT-equfvalent  scores:  Low  »  less  thati  800;  , 
Cower  Middle  f  800  to  950)  Upper  Middle  *  ^50  to  1,100;  High  »  oveP  1,100.    DIs-  . 
tributlons  exclude  students,  for  whom  no  SAT-equlvalent  spore  is  available  (approxi- 
mate fy  7%)*  ^  .  ,  (        •  * 
.  /  ^   ^                 •                           '  .        •  -  ^  ' 

^Students  are  grouped  according  to  self-Identified 'racial/ethnic  category* 
Other  category  Includes  American  Indian  ^nd  Asian-Anerican  students,  blstclbution^ 
exclude  students -for  whdhi  no  rac^lalZ-ethnfc  identif  Icatljur  is  avail^le-  (approXi- 
mat-ely  TXi.        .  .\  '  7  \ 


recipients  apply      jeelt  ISo  minor ttyVeclp ten ti*    Compared  to  ttietr  majortty 


peer^,  \.tfie  aided  fullrtfme  minority  freshmen"  were  over^  harf^aTnTa?  likely  to 

Ttave  received  Federal  ^dld  (abou|^0  percent  of  black  and  filspanic  packages 

versiis  50  percent  of  aftf^okages  to  white  students).    Aided  students  from 

liW'IiUgxne  families  were  about  ^jirally  likely  to  receive  ar  combined  Federal/ 

non-Federal  package  '(38^6^)  and  a  Fede^l  aid  only  package  .,(36.0?).  Whll^e' 

this  pattern  did  not  vary  greatly  across  family  Income  groups,  tbe  packaging 

of  ¥^der^^  aid  apparently  differed  according  to  the  student's  racfal/ethnic 

group.  '^Kote,  In  partt'cular,  that  nearly  half  (ii8.7%).of  all  aided  ftill-tlme 
*  » 

black  freshmen  reported. Federal  aid  only.    AboudKe*thIrd  reported  the 

combined  Federal/noo-Federal  pacl3ge.    The  relatively  large  amount  of  Federal 

aid  utilized  at  predominantly  black  colleges  {see  below)  and  relatively 

^greater *black  enrollment  In  proprietary  Institutions  (vrfilch  tended  to  rely. 

'  '     •  »  *^ 

op  Federal ly- Insured  Student  Loans)  can  explain.  In  part,  the  observed  disT* 

trifautlon  of  pacl^ges.  *  *      .        ^  ^ 

When  1372-73  full-time  aided  freshmen  are  grouped  according  to  their 

achievement/ability  scores,  no  large  differences  In  the.share-of  packages 

with  Federal  aid  are  apparent*.  These  packages  accounted  for  ^9  (high  abjllty) 

to  59  (low^nity)  pencejvT'of " all  packages  awardedJ^^   But,  while  the  low 

»  ^  »  c  ^  ' 

/^chlev^Dent/abll  Ity  ^Jded  student  ^^as  more  likely  to  have  received  Fc^de'ral 
aid  only  (36.3  percent/  the  higher  ability  aid  reclplei^t  tended  .to  report 
^he  combined  ^edpr^l /non-Federal  package  (3J»^  percent).    In  part,  this 
dli^erence  reflected  the  distribution  of  students  »by  Institution  type.*  * 


_/In  an  earlier  study,  the  abthors^have  noted  that  the  distribution  of 
Federal  aid  appeared  to  dlff«sj3y  the  ^pe  of  Federal  aid.    Low  ability 
students  were  more  Ilkply  to  receive  Federal  work.  Federal  loans,  or 
Federal  transfer  Income  benefits.    High  ability  students. evidenced  a  greater 
likelihood  to  receive. Federal^ grants^ or  scholarships  ,{see  Wagner  and  Tenison 


Lower  ability  aided  freshmen  tended  to  enroll  at* public  two-year,  proprietary, 
or  vocational  institutions  where  Federal  loans  or^j^prk  provided^ t|ie  only  necessary 
or  available  aid*    Higher  achievement/abll  ity*  students  tended  to  enroll  at  fotir- 
year  Institutions.    Here,  the,  somewhat  greater  costs  of  attendance  and  larger, 
ajajuijts  ojf  available  institutional  aid  1^  to  combined  packages. 

1  The  absolute  and  relattve  3nxDunts,of  Feder/&1  aid  awarded  to  the  *  _     .  l 

.  c  ^ 

Vtyplcal"  aided  fi^&hroen  wfthin  each  student/f^l fy  partitioned  group  iV 

visually. displayed  In  Figure  IV-l.  .The  average  aided  freshmen  r^rted 
'$565  In  Federal  a^d  which  represented  about  half  of  ±he  total  aid"  package. 
Within  aid  packages,  greater  amounts  of  Federal  dollars  were  awarded  to  low 
ipcome  ($777),  brack  {%Zlk)\  and  hl^panic  ($736)  full-time  freshmen.  Across 
achievement/ability  groups,  the  Fdder^r dollars  received  did  ifbt  vary  greatly, 
although  Federal  aid  asia  share  of  the  total  aid  package  declined  v^en  . 
the  "typical"  package  received  by  low  and  high  achievement/ability  groups  were 
compared  (61?  vs.;  39?)*    For  black  and  hispanlc  aided  full-time  freshmen, 
the  larger  amounts  of  Federal  aid  also  represented  a  larger  share  —  over 
60  percent  ~  of  the  total  aid  received.   .  - 

Average  amounts  of  each  type  of  Federal  aid  were  generally  greater  for 
black  and  low  Income  aid  recipients.  'This  appeared,^p  be  clearly  true  for 
FcMieral  grants  and  scholarships  ($198  and  $224  for  low  incon^  and  black 
freshfliafi  aid  recipients,  respectively)  and  Colj^ge  Work-Study  ear^iings 
(fI28  an4  $]Bky  -respectively).  ^  In  fech  case,  theSmbunts  were  about  double 
the  average  $104  in  Federal  grants  and  sctelarshljjs  and  $76  In  CoTlege 
Work-Study  eamlnflS  recorded  overall.    The  differences  can  be  explained  by  • 
two  factor?.    First,  as  noted  above,  low  Incofne  and^mfnorlty  Freshmen  aid 
r^lplents  were  more  likely  to  revive  Federal  aid.    Second, \students  In 


lV-58__  *    •  ^    -     ;  •  ' 

Composition  of  Financial  Aid  Package  Received  by  1972-73  Aided  Entering  FuH.-TIme  FreShmen 

by  Type  of  Federal  Aid  and  Student/Family  A^piSotes 


3 


Dollars 


$500    .  $1 ,000 

Non-Federal  •<> 

Am 


All  Af<ied  Freshmen 


Fed  gWS  Federar  Benefit 
Grant  Loan   

w 


Xi^  #      #  #  # 

^   #    #  9^ 


;\    FAMILY  IHCOME  .QUARTILE  '  - 
Low.  " 

Lower  Middle 

Upper  Middle 
^.    High  V, 


I  »     •  • 


•  »     •  # 


#    #    9^    #  # 


1 


STUDEHT  ACHIEVEHEHT/ABILITY  GROUP 
Low       .  ^ 


,Lower.  Middle 
Upper  Middle 
'High 

RACIAL/ETHHJC  GROUP 
White 
Black'  • 

Hispanic 

V  Other. 


— m — w  w  w  'wm 


/ 


/ 


> 


I  ERIC 


0  %       ^  0  \ 
0  m  9^  m  ml 
0  0  m  m  m  } 
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7 


■^T — 
$1,500 


VM 

 ^ 

1 

thele  group's  tended  to  recetye  larger  amounts  of  FedefaTald  &<it&'0£ with*  * 
*Qut  other  afdj 


tfltft  tfe  varfatfon  across  groups  in  mean  aroouats  of  aid  represented  in 
^  '.the  "typTcal"  aid  package,  Fedei;al  loans,  provided  a  ready  .contrast.   Mean  ^ 
reported  loan  aroount§  ranged  frora  75^  (foi*  high  Income  aid  recipient)  to  • 
T"35^.- (for  black  aid  recIp!ent^of  the  Overall  roean,  $304.   The  relatively 
n4nw  range  reflects  the  wide-spread  use  of  Federal  loans  In  all  groups  as 
well  as  fixed  dollar  Hmfts  on -borrowing  in  the  Federal  loan  programs. 

/  ■  '  '       '        '  "  ^       -   ■ "  • 

Institutional  Attributes,    Since  institutions  nmst  conf'rbnt  different 

types  of  stud^.t  'financial  needs  according  to  the  type  of  Studerit  served, 

Jt  is -of  socne  interest  to  exknine  the  use  of  Federal  aid  across 

Institutional  groups.    In  the  Yable  IV-21,  1372-73  entering  full-time  fresh- 

# 

men  atd  recipients  are  grouped  according  to  the  median  family  incopie, 'med^lan 
achievqpent/abllity  score,  and  predominant  race  at  the  institution  attended. 

Across  income  and  ability  groups,  the  share  of  recipients  reporting 
Federal  aid  ^/arled  slightly.    Here  pronout^ced  differences  emerged  Ijetwden  the 
types  of  Federal  .packages.    Specif  deafly,  21.5  percent  and  20.2  percent^  of 
the  packaged  at  "low  income"  and  ;ion-s elective  (i.e.,  "lew  ability") 

institutions  consisted  of  both  Federal  and  non-Federal  aid.    By  contrast, 

t  i 

the  share  of  combined  Federal /non-Federal  paclcages  at  the^  "upper  middle 
Income"  and  selective  institutions  exceeded  40  percent  ~  nearly  double. 
Since  institutions  enrolling  relatively  higher  Income  or  higher  fblllty 
students  Included  a  dlsgroportlonqteiy^large  number  of  *prh^ate  and  publl 
four-year  collies,/ the  greater  share 'Of  axnb^lned  packages  might  have 
the  n«  result  of  higher  student  costs  (requiring  more  aid  dollars  per  en-^ 
rojled  student^  and  the  non-Federal  Institutional  funds  available  to  help 
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TABLE  IV-21 


Packaging  of  Federal  Aid  to  1972-73  Aided  Entering  Full-TIme  Freslvnen 
'  ,r-     by  Institution  Attributes  " 


IHSTITUTfOH  ATTRIBUTE 


PERCEHT  6F  AIDED  FRESHMEN 


Al  1'  Aided  ^resBmftn 


'  Total 
Aided 
Fpeshmen 

100.0 


-  Receiving 

Federal  and 
Hon-Federal  Aid 

28.2 


Receiving 
Federal 
Aid  Only 

.  27J  - 


Receiving 
Non-Federal 
Aid  Only 


MEDIAN  FAMILY  INCOME 
QUARTILEa 

Low 

Lower  Middle 
Upper  Middle-  - 


100.0 
100.0 
*  lOOsO 


21.5 
28.9 
i|0.2' 


36,5 
25.6  ^ 
18.9  , 


42.1 
45.4 
41.0 


MEDIAN  FRESHMAN  ' 

ACHIEVEMENT/ABILITY 

GROUPO 


Low 

Lower  Middle 
Upper  Middle 
High 


100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
106.0 


20.2 
22.3 
31.9 

.44.  r 


39.3 
29.4 

23.3 
.16.2 


40.5 
48.-^ 
44.8 
39.6 


INSTITUTION  mk^ 

P'redom  i  nan  1 1  y .  WH  i  te 
Predominantly  Black 


100.0 
100. a 


26.7 

go. 7 

7 


28.2 
27.9 


45.1 
11.4 


^Students  are  grouped  according  to  median  family  income  at  the  Institution  attended 
Low  »  less  than  $7,500;  Lower  Middle  =  $7,500  to  $10,500;  Upper  Middle  «  $10,500  to 
$.15,000;'  High  "  .over  $li,000.    Distributions  exclude  students  for  whoAi  no  Indian  family 
Income  estimate  Is  available,  (approximately  pX)  •  / 

ff 

''Students  are  grouped  according  to  the  institution-reported  median  Freslvnan  SAT 
score:  Low  »  less  than  8OO;  Lower  Middle  -  8OO  to  950;  Upper  Middle  »  950  to  1,100; 
High  »  over. 1,100.    Students,  for  whom  no'medlan  Freshman  SAT  score  Is  avajjable  ar% 
assumed  to  be  enrolled  at  non-selective  Institutions  and  are  assigned  an  Institution 
SAT  scoPtf  of  374  (see  Radner  and  Miller  (1975)). 

•  * 

^Students  .are  grouped  according  to  the  institution-reported  predominant  racial/ 
ethnic  composition  of  the  Student  body.    Students  for  whom  n&  Instrltutlon  race 
identification  Is  avai lable  ^re.  Included  in  the  predominantly  white  institution 
distributions.  '  ,   .  •  i  ^ 


r 
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families  defray  these  costs. 


The  special  Federal  financing  arrangements  for  predominantly  black 
inStiJ3£tlQnf„arsLJ^5tye^  rn  Tabljs  Only  one-teojrb,  of  .the.  packages— 


awarded  at  these  schools  includ^  aid  solely  derived  from  non-Federal  sources 
It'fs  interesting  to  note,  however,  that  Feder^  aid  was  augmented  4)y  non-  • 
Federal  student' aid  In  60*7  perc^t  of  the  packages*    Vhile  In^rtant,  - 
Federal  aid  at  these  Jn^tltutlons  provided  only  part  —  a*lfaeit  a  large 


part  ~  of  the  student  aid  av«rded*       ^   .  ' 

Figure  IV-2  illustrates  the  1972-73  distribution  of  Federal  aid  In  a 
different  way.    Here,  "the  absolute  ^mounts  and  relative  shares  of  Federal 


aid  In  t^e  "typical"  aid  package  are  shown  for  each  partloned  group.  Across 
medtan/tamily  fncome  and  median  afaUity-groups,  aided  full-time  freshmen 
attending  "uppeivnWdle  income"  or  "low  ablHty^'  or  "high  abiiity**  Insti^ 
tutions  recorded  the  largest  mean  amounts  of  Federal  aid  (about  $650  cpm-, 
pared  to  $565  overall).    At  the  "low  income"  or  non-selective  {"low  aSillty^O 
institutions,  however.  Federal  aid  comprised  the  largest  relatlve^share  of 
the  aid  to  the  "typical"  recipient.    As  noted  earlier,'  institutions  serving* 
higher  income  and  higher  ability  student  bodies  were  primarily  higher  cost^» 
pi;ivate  and  public  four-year  insti tut^*orts.    Hence^  larger  amounts  of  aid 
from  all  sources  were  required  to  meet  student  needs.    Packages  at.the-non** 
selective  institutions  (incl'uding  many  proprietary  schools)  consisted  T5f 
large  absolute  (and  relative)  amounts  of  Federal  aid.    For  these  institutions 
the  external  support  needed^  enable  many  of  their  students  to  enroll  was 
not  available- from  non-Federal  sources.  . 

Consistent  with  the  latter  observation,  it  is^Interestlng  to  note  that  - 
Federal  aid  available  through  non-institutional  channels  (loans  and  benefits) 
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FIGURE  IV-2 


Composition  of  FtnanclaT  A!d' Package  Received  by  1972-73  Aided  Entering  Full-Time  Fpfeshmen 


by .Type  of .Federal  Aid  and  Institutional  Attributes 
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at  these  Institutions  ineasured  $493,  or  about  $100  more  than  the  $385  average 
werall.    Federal  grant  and  schoTarshtp  aid  was  jgreater  at  "upper  mtddle,  : 
Income"  and  Ittg&ly  selectfve  instttutfons.  * 


Finally,  the  -Importance  of  F^eral  aid  at  predominantly  black  colleges 
emerges  from  tfie  data  presentdl  tn  Figure  IVr2*  .  The  average  $964  In  Federal 
at<J  represented  over  three-fourthS  of  all  aid  avrarded  to  the  "typical"  black 
college  aid-'f^lplent*    With  exceptlon^of  Federal  loans,  the  mean  amounts 
of  each  type  of  Federal  aid  In  the  black  college  package  were  over  twice  the 
4  amounts  Included  in  the  aid  package  at  predominantly  white  Institutions. 

Institution  Financial  Characteristics^    The  methods  which  institutions 
employ  to  finance  Instructional  costs  can  influence  the  packaging  of  Federal 
aid  In  two  ways.    F'/rst,  those  util Izlng  tuition  as  the  principal  source  of 
financing  would  require  greater  amounts  of  student  aid  to  fund  relatively  larger 
student  needs.    "S^ond,.  these  institutions  might  -^Jrso  be  able  to  divert  general 
institutional  revenues  to  match  Federal  aid  dollars.    The  dlstr^fbutions  In  .  , 

V 

Table  IV-22  lend  evidence^to^^hese  observations^    lnst;i tutiohs  utilizing" tuition 

income  to^cover  at  least  60  percent  of  their  institutional  costss  tended  to 
package  more  Federal  aid.  "^--ffiese  institutions,  63. 1  ^i*cent  of  the  aid 

^    packages  included  FederalNald  compared  to  a  49«0.*percafr^hare  at  low  tuition 
institutions.    Of  the  FederaJ  aid  packages,  two  out  of  three  included  non- 
Federal  aid  as  well  (or  41.1  percent  of  all  aid^ackageS) ,  Hot  surprisingly^ 
the  distribution  of  packages  by  InstitutionaU dependence  on  government  re- 
venue  was  just  the  opposite. 

€lft  «nd  endowment  income  Is  the  most  discretionary  of  all  Institutional 
revenae  sources.    To  the  extent  that  greater  amounts  of  this  Income  were 
applied  to  ^Instructional  vCOSts,  student  budgets  would  be  lower  and  Insti- 


-     . .  .    TABj-E  IV-22  '     N  ^ 

Packagfnq  .of  federal  Aid  to  1972-73  Aided  Entering  FtillrTIme  Freshmen 
by  tnstftution  Financial  Character f sties 


INSTITUTION  FINANCIAL 
CHARACTERISTICS 


TBSCEh 


:irFDLX=Tmr  F.RESHHet*- 


AH  Students.  ^  • 

TUITION  AS  SHARrOF 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET^ 

Up.  to  20  Percent 
20  to  60  Percent 
^^Over  60  Percent 

GOVERNMENT  REVENUE  AS 
SHARE  OF  INSTRUCTflWk 
BUDGET^ 

/ 

U^-to  20  Percent 
20  to  60  Percent 
Ov^r  60  Percep 


All 
Aided 
Freshmen 

100.0 


.100.0 
100.0 
100.0 


GIFT  AND  ENDOWMENT  INCOME 
AS  SHARE  OF  INSTRUCTIONAL 
BUDGET^ 

t 

i        Up  to  10  Percent 
Over  10  Percent" 


100.0 
100.0 
100.0 


100.0 
100.0 


Receiving 
FederaJ^.  and 
Non-Federal  Aid 


28.2 


19.7 
9  26.8 
41. 1. 


41.3 
30.6 
22.2 


26.0 
46.6 


Receiving 
"Federal 
Aid  Oniy 

27.3 


29.-3 
27.5 
22.0 


22.1 
27.0 
2^.6 


?  ■ 

27.4 
20.2 


Receiving 
Non-Federal 
Aid  Only  - 

'  44.5 


51.0' 

45.8 

36.9 


36.5 
42.4 
49.2 


46.5 
.33.2 


^Calculated  as  share  of  Instltutlbnal  reveoues-.  avai  lable'for  Instructional 
purposes  funded  through  specified  source.    Distributions  e^cclude  students  for 
whom  no  Institution  revenue  data  are  available  ^approximately  14%).  , 


tuitlonal  studeat  a-id  matching  funds  reduced.    In  hoib  cases,  lower  amounts, 

^  of -aid  from  all«^sources  would  be  rteeded  aad  Federal  funds  obtained  thrpugH^... 

"  'V  *       #    .     ^  '  ^*  •  •..■ 

:;.^match^n3  programs  would,  be  reduced.  -  .  ■  - 

irr  tact,- j{ist  the.  Veyerse  appears  to^e  true.    Institutions'  employing 


24 


'-VelatfvelV  large  amounts  oT  gift^and  endowmeht  incpme  to  finance  instrqction&l 
costs  also  reported  a  larger  ^share  of  packages  wItK  Federal  ,aid  {S^,J^^j^^ntJ 
and  of  packages  which  combined  Federal  and*  non-Fedora')' a (46.6  per^ivtlJihan,/* 
was  the  case  for  all  aid  packag.es..  This  result  sugges^l that'tjfese  institutions 
had  relatively  high  tuition,  even  w|th  relatively  larger  Jn^omes  from  private. 

,  gifts  and  endowments.^  It  also  suggests  thatf  thes^e  institutions  retain,  relatively 
large  amounts  of  genial  iTisti tutional  revenue  whi<rh  oou^Jd  be  used*  to  matcfi  * 
fe'derarald  dollars.-.  Both  the  need  for,  and 'avail abil  ity  of^  aid  from  all  sottrces- 

would  then  b*e  increased.       '  *        \^  ,      -  '^'.^  , 

'  .     -  '  •  ^  ' 

•  ,  'Institutional  Student  Aid  Funds.  ,  The  packaging  of  Federal  aid  varied 
/sKght^ly  according  ta  the  availability  of  institutional  student  aid  funds. 
/As  shown  in  Table  Federal  a\jriL-packages  accounted  for  53  percent  of  all 

packa^es'at  losti^tutions  wMh  small  amounts  of  institutional  ai*d.  Insti-, 
.  tuitions  v/ith  largei^^amoUnts  of  the  institutional  f  unds  avai  1  able 'for  rnatc^ing  ^  ^ 

included  Federal  ard  in  58.5  percent  of  the  packages.    Host  of  this  difference^ 

*  *  '  * 

occurred  in        share  of  combined  Federal /non-Federal  aid  packages.  * 

The  pattern  reflectsj:he  nature  of  the  institutiorisA^itKin  efech  group;    ^  i 

.  Students  attending 'institutions  with  little  discretionary  student  ^  de^ 

pended  ?^  Federal  loans,,  benefits,  and  non-insti tufional  part-time  work  to.*' 

'  /meet  their  financial  needs.    Stydents^'hrol  led  at  wel  1 -funded  institutions^ 

.   including  a  large  share  of  ptiblic  and  private  four-year  institutions, 
.  •  .1   ^  ^    ^  .  * 

/f^Tfe^eived  Fedenal.  campos -based  aid  matched  by  institutional  furtds  or  a  Federal 


gi^ranteed  loan.  *    &  \  f 


■  127' 


.^=1.  —  ^  ^ 


•  - 
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tabLe'  iy-23 


Packaging  of  FederaTAId  to  1972473  Aided  ^Entering' Full-Time  Freshmdn 
v''^  ,  ,  .  *  ^^--by  Instltutlonar^tudent  Aid  Funds' 

— -  '  '  §i  -:      . ,  ^ 


I^NSTITUTIONAL  STUDENT 'AIl> 


All  Aided  Freshmen 

DtSTRETlONARY  STUDENT 
AID  FUNDS  AS  SHARE  OF 
BUDGET^.  ■ 

V  ♦ 

:    Up  to  5  Percent 
Over  5  Percent 


^  All 

^Ided 
FresHmen 

ioo«o>-: 


PERCENT  OF  AIDED  FULL-TIME  FRESHMEN 


Receivfng  Receiving  '  Receiving 

.  Federal  and  Federal  Non-Federal 
Non-Federal  Aid     Aid  Only        Aid  Only 


28.2 


2?.3 


100.0 


100./  .. 

t 


26.8 
33.1 


26.4 
25.^ 


46.8 
41.5 


J  ^Students  grouped  accord'ing  to  .share  of  student  costs  of  attendance  covered 
•  by'^verage  discretionary  Institutional  student  ai^.  6utlays  (see  text).    Ois-  ,  • 
'tributions  exclude  stadents  for  whom  no  Institutional  data  are  available  (approxi- 
mately \k%).        -  '  ' 
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Instttuttgn  Type  and  Coritrdl «    As  noted  at  various  points  above/  such 
/factors  as' student  costs  of  attendance,  sources  of  rf^enue,  rnstttutlofiai 
studeftt  aW  funds,  and  fTnancfal  afd  staff  vary  systematically  across  Ynstl** 
tutlonal  sectors*    That  ^tfie  packaging  of  Tederal^  student  aW  was  associated 
wl4fK  these  differences  an)ong_lnstftuttonal  sectors  Is  evident  from  the  dls^ 

*  triW tons  presented  In  Table. IV-Z?.    Whereas  55.5  percent  of  all  aided 

-    fe-eshmen^ reported  receiving  Federal  aid  In  their  package, T:he  shares  rafiged 
from  kk.J  percent  of  the  packages  at  public  two-year  Institutions  to  65^S 

percent  and  66*2  percent  of  the  packages  at  private  four-year  and  pro- 

*  '  '  '  J* 

,    prietary  Institutions^  respectively.    However,  while  equal  shares  of  fresh-  - 

'      '  «  .  .         '  \ 

roan  aid  recipients  utll Ized  Federal  aid  within  the  latter  two  Institution 

groups,  quite  different  patterns  emerge  In  the  packaging  of  federal  aid. 

Nearly  half  of  the  1972.-73  aidpd  full-time  fresF&nen  enrolled  at  private 

_    four-year  colleges  recelvetKa-comfalned  Federal/non-Federal  package,  while    •  . 
another  19.1  percent  reported  Federal  afd. only.    The  distribution 
of  types  of  Federal  packages  among  proprietary  students  was  just  ^e '  , 
opposite  —  about  half  reported  Federal  aid  only/   Here,  differences  In 
Institutional  capacities. to  package  aid  were  prpb^bly  most  Influential. 
•    Private  colleges  were  better  able  to  meet  matching  requirements  through 

*      Institutional  f-unds  and  better  able  to  package  aid  through  relatively  well- 
staffjsd  financial  aid  off  Ices.  /  Although  facing  similar  student  n^ds, 

♦  proprietary  schools  lacked  both  Institutional  matching  funds  and  financial 
aid  staff.    Hence,  the  heavy  reliance  on  Federal  aid  only      almost  sojely 

t    from  Federa^lly- Insured  Student  Loans  ~  provided  the  means  to  meet  students 
"'needs.  ,  '  ^ 

'    The  forS5<5lng  observations  are  reinforced  when  the  absolute  and  relative 
amounts  of 'Federal  aid  received  by  the  ^'typlcaP!  aided  freshmen  wlthlr  each  ^ 


.    '-^  IV-.68 

.  •  TABLE  IV-2^»,  . 

Packaging  of  Federal  Aid  to  1^72-73  Aijed  Entering 

by  Institution  Type  and  Control 


gVull- 


Time  Freshmen 


PERCENT'OF  AIO^O  FULL-TIME  FRESHMEK 


'A\]  Aided  Freshmen 
IHSTITUTfON  TYPE 


All  . 
'  Aided 
Freshmen 

.100.0- 


Receiving  * 
Federal  and  Federal 
Non-Federal  Aid     Afd  Only 


Receiving  (•  Receiving 
Non-Federal 


28.2 


27.3 


Aid  Only 
'  hk,5 


,    •    AND  CONTROL 

•  / 

• 

Public  Four- Year 

*                               ^                      »  ^ 

100.0 

i 

25-9' 

28.3/-. 

45.7 

?ub1 ic  Two-Year 

•  TOO. a 

17.3 

27.4  "  • 

55.3 

.Private  FoDr-Year  , 

100.0 

«.7  . 

.19.1  ' 

34.2' 

Pr  i  v^-te^  Twer  Yea 

100.0^' 

« 

2^.9 

18.7 

54.3 

^'  Profit-Making^: 

100.0 

21  ,'0 

45.2 

33.8  ' 

Vocatl^a*! 

100.0 

10-6 

^  47.5 

.     41  .-9. 

100.0 

* 

14.9 

"  53.8 

r 
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.  Institutional  ^sector  are  cocnpared.    As  sbatm  In  Figure  iy^3j  Fc^leral  aid.  . 
and. Federal  loans  formed  t&e  largest  absolute  and  relative  amount  within 
the  proprietary  sector*    Overall,  the  "typical"  freshman  aW  recipient 
received  about  52  percent  of  his/her  pa.ckage  fi^^^l^ederal  programs^  or 
$565*   Arong  proprietary  scfeol  aid  recIpl^ehlS,  FederaJ^ld  averaging  $855 

>epifesented  68  percent^  of  the  '^typical"  pad^e.  ^ 

Ainongi-types  of  Federal  aid.  Federal  grants  and*  scholarships  tended  to^. 

*  *  '  '  * 

be  greater^^for  private  and  publjc  four-year  cqllege  students  (averaging  ^ 

$150  and  $118,  respectively)*    College  Work-Study  ^mlngs  tended  to  be* 
greater  ainong  collegiate  aid  packages  whllTT^eral  transfer  Incoro  j^ef Its 
and  Federal  loails,  more  readily  available  through  non-inStl tutfonal  channels, 

*  were  at  least  at  the  average  or  greater  among,  n^fpients  at  proprietary  or 
voc^lonal  schools^  - 


( 


141 


•ERIC 


V 


•       '     FIGURE  »t-3  ' '  " 

Ccapositlon  of  F/ganclal  Aid  Package  Received  by  W2'n  Aided  Entering  FuU-Tlae  freshmen 
By  Type  of  Federal  Aid  and  Institution  Type  and  Contror 
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fercent  of  I972r73  Entering  Full-Time  Freshroen  Receiving  A|d 
by  Type  of  Aid,  Student/Faraily  or    InstitiJtlon  Attrijjute 
,1  and  institution  Type  and  Control 
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-f^ceot  of  1572-73  Enterf^ig  Full -Time 
Fr^hmeir-'RecetvIng  Grants  or  Scho}arsh(ps. 
by  Hedl an  Freshman  Acfi  i  evemen t/Ab 1 1 1  ty 
,  Score  .air  Postsecpndacy  Institution  and' 
'  Institution  Type' and  Control  : 
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*  >  * 
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*  -  \^ 
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./pRtVATE  2-YEAR  * 


PROFiT-HAKIHG 
•VOCATIONAL 
OTHER  ^ 

♦ 

CCLUHN  TOTAL 


UNDER 
800 


950  - 

1,100  ■ 


OVER" 
1,100  - 


.  -  _  i  J 

-2-1 

3     I  " 

4 

23,B8  1 
1968  i 

20,30  I 
1396  I 

17.67  I 
1722  \ 

a6.36 
1352 

7,24  1 
2476  1 

9,80  r 

[          640  I 

8.60  I 
415  I 

2,85 
153 

33,35  1 
■.  836  ] 

3T^67  I 
599  1 

^31.38  I 
nJ89  I 

34,97 
916 

21,96  1 

157  ] 

,  21,38  J 

s!^?  I- 

'7,47 
24  , 

37,84  1 
5.66  1 

29,00  I 
111  I 

30.43  I  • 

'    29  I 

40.06 
48 

14,81-  \ 

1S,23  I 

h  I 

2.96M 
43  ■  I 

34,99 

11-  - 

14,95  1 
106  ] 

43,80  I 
-      .     52^'  I 

r3.78  I 

23  r  . 

10.19 

14" 

18,97 
6553 


2-2,06  1 
2956 


19.35 
3863 


22,72 
251^ 


TABLE  A-lO 

Percent  of 1972-73  Entering  Full -Time  Freshmen 
deceiving  Benefits  by  Achievefnent/AblTlty  Group 
arid  Institution  Type  and  Control 


J 


.  HEAN 
.  -COUNT 


SAT  SCORE 


1 
2 


4'. 


U^T  TYPE  .  — — 
PUBLIC  ij-YEAR 

'     PUBLIC  2-YEAR. 

■^  . 

*  PRIVAT%  if-YEAR 

PRIVATE  2- YEAR 

3 

PROFIT-MAKING 

* 

*  VOCATIONAL 

7 

OTHER    •  - 
-  eCLUHN  .TOTAL 


UNDER 
800 


800  - 
950 


950 
1,100 


oVer 

1,100 


1  { 

t  I 

4  ■ 

5,98  I 
1968  I 

.  5,78  I  • 
1396  J 

1722  .  - 

3.27 
1352 

6,33'  I 
2476  I 

/      6,28  I 
643     i  . 

6;26  I 
415  .1 

-  2.21 
153  • 

•  5,17  I 
836  I 

2,66  I 
599  I 

3«i33  I, 
•    7^9  I 

4,16. 
916 

4,4.7  \ 
157  I 

8,95  I 
87     I  ' 

6.35  I 
45  I 

0,00 

24"^ 

5,44  1 
566  i 

2,30  I 
Hi  .  I 

0,00 
•  18 

7,44  I 
414  I 

3,31  I  " 

5.37  I 
40     I  • 

0,00 
11 

2,98  1 
106  ^ 

2,44  I 
'    5?  I 

0.00  I 
23  'I 

0100 
14 

5,94 
6553 


5, ,09 
295^6 


3063 


3,40 
2518 


I 

r 

I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

r 
I 


45'9 


TABU  A-n.         •  ^^ 

Percent  of  \311'l'i  Enteriftg  Full-TIroe  Freshmen 
Receiving  Financial  Afd  by  Radial/Ethnic  Group  % 
apd  llistltutlon  Type  and  Control  ^ 


V  COUNT 


2 


IhSTTYPE 

PUBLIC  ^-YEAR 

•    PUBLIC  2^YEAR 

3 

PRIVATE  ^-^YEAR 

4 

^PRtVATE  2^YEAR 

5 

PROFIT-MAKING 

4 

VOCATIOKAL 

7* 

OTHER 

gCUUHN- TOTAL 


WHITE 


RACIAL/ETHMIC  GROUP 

* 

BLACliC  HISPANIC 


'OTHER 


1  T 

2  I 

5   -1  ^ 

4 

■  51,24  I 
5575  1 

69.23-  I 
482  1 

82.15  I 
l?3  I 

52.20 
219 

45,49  I 
3153  \ 

57.12  I 
193-  I 

57.03  X- 
172  I 

54.10 
152 

:     60,90  I 

*          *  ff 

86.,  51  I 
174  I 

65.27  r 

33  1 

85,51 

55,14  I 
297  I 

50,66  I  ["-100, 00  I 



30,36 
8 

\        60,73  1 
[   '      638  .  1 

79,70  I 

'     77     I  . 

92.12  I 

.  17.  I 

47,65 

.  30 

\         <4,11  1 
50^^  1 

49,^5  I 

'      •  37  I 

0.'08  I  •■ 
1  I 

'  44,14 

.  25 

\        56,66  1 
[          171  1 

47,77  r 
13  I 

82.13  I 

6  •  i 

49,24 
2 

52,18 
13136 

69,57 
98-2 

68.58 
353 

-58.19 
540  ' 

• 

1 

i 

* 

% 

Percent  of  •1972''73  Entering  Fu^^l-^Time  Freshmen 
RecelWng  "TernrTime  Earnings  Ky  Racial/fthntc  Group 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


MEAN 


thST  TYPE      — — 
PUBLIC  it-YEAR 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR 

PRIVATE  Ij-YEAR 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 


-     PROf IT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


7 


(HTIER 


COLUMN  TOTAL 


WHITE 


RAeiAL/EJHNIC  6R0UP 
BUCK 


\ 


'  ^HISPANIC 


2i,36 
I3i36 


OTHER 


^  1 

L  ■ 

^    2-  I  • 

t     I  - 

r-^  17,80 
5575 

I 
I 

33,3^  I  . 
■  482"  I 

25,29  I 
123  L 

'  25.99 
219 

24,43 
^  3153 

I 
I 

-^5, 63-  I 
193  l- 

-  14,86-r'' 
17Z  I 

'"~42t59 
152»^ 

25,95 
2802 

\ 
\ 

34,66  I 

174  i: 

7.34  I 

-    33  I 

13,12 

104  . 

.  13,53 
297 

\  . 
I 

' 25,08  I 
6  \ 

/0.i0  I 
i  I 

'  0,00 
& 

23,18 
638. 

I 
I 

-^4,84  I  . 

,  0.a0  I 

.    17*  I 

19,57 

.^30 

I  .'^7,74 
I  501 

I- 
I 

16,75  I 
37  I 

0.0«  I 
1  I 

8,33 
25 

[  23,48 
t  ■  _  171 

r  . 
I 

9*16  I 
13*.  I 

0,30  I 
6  I 

• 

.  49-,24 

•   ■      2  ■ 

32,21" 
982-'* 


26.51 
353 


I 
f 
I 
I 

■I 
I> 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

■I- 
1 
1 
'1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 


5*40 


Raw 

TOTAL 


19  ,'37 
6399- 

'2^126 
367i 

25,  ai" 
■*ii2 

•  13,39 
312 

22,67 
762 

'I7il9 
564  . 

•  22,13 

'  22/59" 
-  15012 


r 


162 


TABLE 

Percent. gf  \$7i-73  Entering  FuU-Time  Freshmen 
•        Receiving  Loans  by  Racial /Ethnic  Group 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


r 


RACIAL/ETHHIC  GROUP 


MEAN 
COUNT 


UST  TYf»E  — 
PUBLIC  It-YEAR 

PUBLIC  2-VeAR 

PRIVATE  «t-YEAR 

PRIVATE  2- YEAR 

PROFtT-HAKING 

.     VOCATIONAL  ' 


1 

2 

3- 


\  -5 


6 


y  .      OTHER    ;  ^ 

QQLUHN  TOTAL 


WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


OTHER- 


1  T 

T 
4 

A 

17,54  I 
5575  I 

39,18  I 
'    482     I  . 

43,91 
123 

I 
I 

.  11,11 

■  219 

7,10  I 
3153  I 

'      11.82  I 
•  193-1 

7.32: 
172  . 

I 
I 

6,10 
152 

,32,20  I 
^2802  { 

51.81  I 
174  I 

43,64 
33 

I 
I 

53,40 
104 

19, ?i  ; 

397.  I 

25,38  I 
6  I 

• 

iei0,00 
1 

I 
f 

0,-00 
8 

31,72  h 
63.9  I 

62,71.^ 
'.    77.  I 

92.12 
'17 

I 

.35-,  96 
•  '30 

14,78  I 

501.  V 

29,84  I- 

.  37  I 

.0.00 
1 

I 
I 

0,00 
25 

■    -19,38  I 
171  { 

.31,14  I. 
13  I 

.51.24 

'6 

I 
I 

0,00 
2 

18, "80 
13136 

37,32 
982  ^ 

28.52 
353 

•  18.49 
540 

183 


/  .    f  r  '  -  TABLE  A-15 

>.-'  •    -   *  ' 

Percent  of  1972*73  Entering  Ful 1 -Time  Freshmen. 
Receiving  Benefits  by  Racfal/Ethnfc  Group 
and  Institution  Type-  and  Control 


USTTYPE 


MEAN 
COUNT 


PUBLIC  WEAR 
^   PUBLIC  2-YEAR 

-  f' 

PRIVATE  i»-YEAR 
PRlVAXE  2-YE^R 
PROFIT-MAKING 
VOCATIONAL 


1 

,  i 

3 
4 
5 

7. 


'"MOTHER 


CCtU^-N  TOTAL 


RACl'/?t^^Nh:  GROUP 


WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPAHfC 


OTHER 


'  2  I 

-  3 

4  - 

4,93 
5575 

5,24  I  . 
482  I 

6.33  I 
123  I 

*  3,75 
219  • 

5,9( 
3153 

\  \ 

8,68  I 

9.05  I 
172  \ 

>'  0,58 
152 

3,62 
2802 

J  I 

174  p 

8.22  I 
33  .1 

0.98 
-124 

.7,i2  I 
297  t 

25,59  r 
6  I 

* 

1  i 

0.00 
8 

5,33  I 
638  I 

7.44   I  . 
77  I 

-  0.00  I 
'    17  I 

5,02 
30 

7,63  I 
501  I 

'0,00  I 
37  I 

- .0.00  I 
X  I 

.  0,00/ 

1,35  I 
•  171  I 

0,00  I 

0.00  I 
6  I 

0^00 
.  2 

.  -  .5,50 

13136 

6,28 
982 

7.39 
353 

2, '15 
540 

i>4 


J. 


%  ■ 


r 


'7  -    k*^-  ^ 


■Percent  of  1972-73  Entering  FuH-Ttme  Freshmen 
'1;  .  Receivfag  Financial  Aid  ^by  ■  -  . 

Median  Fagrlty  Income  at  frosts ecpndgry  Institution 
•  ahd;..lnstitutiori  Type  and  Coofrol  •  . 


if.  * 


MEAN 


PUBLIC  If-Y.EAR 


'  PUBLfC  2-YEAR 


MED  I?\N  FAM I  L^Ti  RCOHE  \^ 
1$    7, 500 


.UNDE# 


4  7,500 
$t^l£500 


$10,500,.- 
$15,000 


ROW 
TOTAU 


53t73 
5173 

'49.81 

' 63,97 
.•?834 

56,01 

-285  . 

.  66,38  , 
.329  ./ 

•  169 

,32,61 
42 

'55.00 
11920 

s 


■  O 
■ERIC 


i 


3 


TABLE  A-t7 


.  Percenj:  of  1972-73'^ Entering  full^TIine  Freshmen"^ 

Receiving  Grants  or  Scholarships  by- 
Median  Femtly  l-ncome  at  Postsecohda^ry  Institution 
and  Instftutlon  Type  and  Control 


MEDIAN  FAMILY  INCOME 


XEAN 
COUNT 


thST  TYPE  .— 
PUBLtC'VYEAR 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 
PRIVATE  MEAR 
•PRIVATE  2-YEAR 
PROFIT-MAKING 
VO"CATI.ONAL 


'OTHER 


1  . 
'2 

4 

I 

1 

h 

7  ^ 


under; 

$  7.500 


$  7,500 
$.10,500 


$10,500 
$15,000 


-  32,95 
27,82 


55,03 
26B 


21.21 


13,65 


4,24 
135 


6 


?  I 


34,40  I 
•2721  I 

21,29  I 
1951  I 


51,23 
994  I 
I 

8,29  I 
175  I 


,  1- 

22,09.  I 
147  'i 


6,86  I 

34  I- 

■I' 


2^2  I 
28  I 


TOTAL     '    .  29|93 
251? 


32,48 
6051  , 


47.22- 
1579 

53^96 
43 


0720 
13 


0,00 
0 


31,32 
8 


40,52 
3353- 


TOTAL 


34,54 

5175 

23,25 
3085 

49.35 
2834 

36,62* 
285 

16.21 

^  329 

4;77 
169 

19,36 
42 

34,2^ 
11920 


I6d  ;.. 


r  0  V 


TABLE  A-18. 


Percent  of  1972-73 ^Entering  Full-Tlme  Fpeshmen- 
Receivirtg  TernrTlme  Eamitigs  by 
Median  Family  Income  at  Postsecondary  Institution 
and  InstitutlonType  and  Control 


MEDIAN  FAJ4ILY-  INCOME 


H£AM 
COUNT 


PHBLIC  ^*-YEAR 
PUBLIC  2- YEAR 
PRIVATE  if-YEAR  " 
PRIVATE  2-YEAR. 
'PROFIT-MAKING 
.  VOCATIONAL 

OTHER  V 


UNDER 
$  7,500- 


$  7,500  - 
J}0,500. 


$10,500  - 
■$15r^0 


CGtUHN  TOTAL 


*  4 


HOW 
TOTAL 


1  , 1 

\ 

2     I  ' 

•3  I 

^  T 

25,52  I 
863  I 

^*e721,  I 

^i#i  I 

19.58 
5175 

?9,16  I 
.    1215-  I 

^5,44  I 
.   1951'  I 

.  30.97  I 
118  .1 

26'.  88 
.  3085 

•   37,94  I 

26?  i; 

.   9^  'I 

20.72  I 
1579  M 

25.36 
2834 

1,38  r 

67  I 

15,91  I  . 

175  r 

38.43.1 
43  I 

4  15,88 
'  285 

16?  I 

147  I 

13  I. 

'     '  31,54  '1 
:     ^     135  I 

27,22  I 
.     34  I 

0.00  I 
2  1 

30.67 
•  169 

[        73,'B2  \  ■ 
6  \ 

15,43  I 
26  I 

0V0&  I 

.      ,  8  I 

20.38 
42 

,  27^48 
2517 

V        *                                                            *  ' 
*  ¥ 

9 

22,87 
6051 

-  19.53 
'3353 

,  22.90 
11-920 

^» 

♦-^ 

t 

.  iG7 

i 

V  - 


ERIC 


\ 


TABLE  A-19 

?^rfi^T\t  of  1 97^^73  Entering  Full -Time  Freshmen 
Jtece tying  Lba/is  by 
Median  Family  Income  at  Postsecon'dart  Instftutton 
•r    and  Institution  Type  and  Coatnol 


1/ 


MEDIAN  FAMILY  INC^nE 


IhST  TYPE 
PUBLIC  4-YEAR 


PUBLIC.2'YEAR 
-  Pfti\%TE  4-YEAR 
PRIVATE  2-YEAR 

0 

f 

PROFITrHAKfNG 
VOCATIONAL 


HE.AN  I  y^OER  , 
COUNT'  I  $  7,500 

I 

 41" 

1  I 
I 

• 

2  ■  I 
I 

4.  I 


$  7,500,- 

$ia,5oo 


$10,500^ 
$15,000 


-A' 

5  I 

I 

-•I; 
C  1 


OTHER 


CaiUHN  TQTAL 


'    I  I 

-  2  I 

.  3 

24,26  I 
863  I 

19,44  I 
2721  I 

19.91 
1591 

9,57  I 
1215  I 

8,35"  I 
•I'S-i  I 

1.46 

'  1X8 

37,47  I 
262  1 

38,77  I 

33-.  45- 
1579 

'6,80  I 
"67  I 

.      23,2?^  I 
17?  I 

.  28.80' 
43 

53,83  I 
i69  { 

46,77  \ 
147  ■  I 

45.39 
13 

8,H  I 
135 

'3,53  I 
34  I 

*  • 

0.30 
0 

2,20  I 
6  I 

•    3,82  I 
28  I 

.  15.69 
V  8 

22,33 
2517 


'  6051 


335^ 


ROH 
TOTAU 


20,39 
5175 

3,49 
.  3085 

35.69 
2834 

20.17; 
285 

50,34 
329 

7,75 
169 

5.55 
42 

.  21,53 
11920 


16 


6. 


•ERIC 


TABLE  A«-20 

.  Percent  of  1972-73  Entering  FulWTime  Freshmen 

•  Receiving  Benefit^  by 
Median  Family  Income^at  Postsecondary  Institution- 
and  Instit^Srfcyon  Type  and  Control  f 


HEDJAN  FAMILY  meOHE 


MEAN 
COUNT 


1. 

a 


INST  TYPE- 
^  PUBLICU-YEAR 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR 

PRIVATE  it-YEAR  ' 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR  * 

t 

PRiOF  IT-MAKING  ' 
6 

VOCATIONAL 

7 

OTHER  . 

C.CLUHN  TOTAL 


■  U«OEJl 
$  7-,  500 

$  7,500  - 
$10,500 

$10,500  - 
$15,000 

[  1 

T  ^ 

I  Z 

I.              3  i. 

[  4»35 

[         •  oo3 

I  5,07 
I  272^ 

I       •■5.09  1 
I        1591  ^  I 

[    '  7,81 
[  •  1215 

I  5^81 
I  .  1951- 

I     ■     5.4.8  I 
I          118  I 

I  5,67 
\     .     262  ' 

I  994 

I  *       2.58  I 
I        1579  ! 

I  4.17 
I  67 

I      :  7,46> 
I  175 

•            »  * 

I       ,  6r27  I 
•I           43  1 

I  5,97 

I  16?' 

1  3,86 
I  147 

I          0.30  I 
I           13  I 

I     _  135 

\  34 

I          3.00  I 

I  6 

I  i  3,75 
I  23 

I  ^      2.00  I 
I           '8  I 

6^31 
2517/ 

-  \ 
-    \  • 

5,33 
.  •  6251 

• 

*.  3.91 
3353 

• 

k 

169:' 

•  * 

• 

♦  # 

TABLE  A-21 


^  Percetnt  of  1972*73  Entering  F-ull'Time  Freshmen 
'  *   Receiving  Financial  Aid  by 
l^lan  FresNfen  Athlevaiient/Abl  1  ity  Score  at  PdStsecondary  institution 

and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


^nc 


MEDIAN  SAT  SCORE 


HEAN 
COUNT 


JhST'TYPE  

PUBLIC  k-HZAR  i 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR  '2 

PRIVATE  4-rEAR  ^. 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR  * 

PROF  hr  MAKING  ' 

'-VOCATIOHAi:        -  * 

OTHER  '  ' 


4 


UNDER 
800 


800 
950 


■  950 
1,100 


.OVER 
1,100 


V 


ROW 

to'taL 


1-1 

-2 

I  • 

3  I 

^         i  ♦ 

4  1 

55,54  I 
656  { 

36,38 
'1101 

I 
I 

50.56  I 
,  3877  I 

60,00  I 
832  I 

53,22 
6466 

-  42,85  I 

47,89 
334f  ' 

I 
I 

34.58  r 

60-,  I 

0,00  I 
•     0  I 

*7,22 
3742 

61,2>4  I 
161-  I 

64,52 
518 

I 

•1 

62. «6  I- 
1623  I 

"64,31  I 
849  I 

63i44 
3151 

57, 9£  I 
24  I 

55,  li 
271 

I 
I 

51,82  I 
*   -  1  — 

0*00  I 

0  ''I 

55,07 
320 

61,57  I 
712  I 

70,93 
2* 

I 
I 

90'.  74  I 
28'*  I 

0,00  L 
0  I 

62,94 
766 

46,15  I  . 
•      911  t 

26,15 
60 

I 
I 

0;30  J 
.3  I 

0,00  r 
0  I 

-^4^,05 
571 

59,17  I 
175'  I 

26,66 

I 
I 

100.00  I 
3  I 

0,00*1 
0  1 

58,14 
19^. 

-.54^33  . 
257J 

51,36 

5-34/ 

.  -54.21., 
5621 . 

62,18 
i&3l 

54^1 

4f 

4-  9 


'    Table  ^-1%. 

Percent  of  1972-73  Enterfrtg  Full-TIme  Fr>&ghn>en 
'  Receiving  Grants  or  Scholarships  by  \" 
' Hed I arr  Freshman  Achlevement/Abn  ity  Score  aL  Postsecondary  Institution 


and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


LA 


9 


MEDIAN  SAT  SCpRE 


MEAN  I.  yfiOER 


COUNT 


800 


800  - 
950 


950'-'.- 
1,100 


OVER  . 
1,100 


TOTAL 


i  1 
^  I 

2  I 

w  I 

A  1 

PUBLIC  ^f-YEAR 

# 

1  1 

36,22  I 

X.  C  A  T 

Opo  \ 

34,80  I 

1101  I 

32.28  I 
oq77  I 

42,26  \ 

34,39. 

-PUBLIC  2-YEAR 

9  ] 

2  1 

♦  1 

14,83  I 
.     .     334  I 

22,46  I 
3348  I 

27.16  I . 
60  I 

"0  1 

21,79 
3742 

"  PRIVATE  4-YEAR 

m  ] 

3  ] 

37,59  I 
•  161  I 

■   -40,10  I 
518  I 

49.45  I 
1623  I 

51.55  ] 
849  ] 

,47,87 
3l5i 

-PRIVATE  2-YEAR 

■*  *  ] 
4  ] 

.  26,27  I 
"24  I 

55,63  I 

51.32 
'25  I 

0,08  ] 

0  ] 

,  36,17 
320 

PR0FIT-.MAKIN8' 

•»  1 

5  _  1 

15,18  I 

i          7l2  1 

25,45  i 
,.26  I 

29.74  I 
28  1 

0,^2  1 

^   0  i 

;  16,06 
76^. 

VOCATIONAL     '  . 

[         13,75  I 
.     •      5ii  I 

12,41  I 
60  I 

0.00  I 

'    0  I 

■0.,02  1 

0  : 

13,40 

571 

OTHER 

7 

;   •     32,30  I 
[          175  M 

20,18  I 
'16  1 

■  50.33  I ■ 
8  I 

'  0~,00  ] 
0 

30,27 

[  ^    ^  199- 

f    ■    ^  " 

CQLUt^N  TOTAL  • 

22»64 
2573 

27,26 
5340 

37.28 
^621 

46,95  ^ 
1681 

3J2,J6 
15215 

.  TABLE  A-^ 

/•    ^«  •      '  ♦         .  _ 

•    Percent, of  1972-73  Entering, Full -Time  Ffeshaen  '  ^ 
Receiving  Term-Time  Earnings  by 
Median  Freshman  Achlevement/Abi  Hty  Score  at  P.ostsecoiidary  institution 
~  _  ^    and  Institution  Type~and  ControT  , 


MEDIAN  SAT  SCORE 


COUNT 


JhST  TYPE<' 
PUBLIC  if- YEAR 

PUBLIC  2- YEAR 

PRIVAft.  if-YEAR 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 

PROFIT-MAKING 

VOGATIOHAL 


1 
2 
3. 


5 

6 


OTHER 

•     CCLUI*N  TOTAL 


UKOER 
800 


'-800  - 
950 


^  950  - 
1,100 


OVER 
1 ,100 


f                     9  T 

\Z 

I 

4 

t  23,11 
I      ■  656 

\        18,08  I 
I  '      1121  I 

18.52 
3877 

I 
1 

21.31 
832 

I  24,32 
I     ,  334 

I    '  26,69  I 
I        3348.  I 

13.85  1 

60  I_ 

0,'00 
0 

I  36,44 
I  ■  161 

\  J,  31,62'  I 
5l«  I 

25.69 
1623 

I 
I 

20.33 
349  ■ 

I  10,78 
I  25 

\        l<r93  1  w 
\          271  I 

19.51 
25 

I 
I 

0,00 
0 

\  "  23,^2 
I  712 

I  ■       45,83  t 
•I      ,     Ih  \ 

60.98 

-28 

I  . 
I 

0,00 
•  0 

r  17,24 

I  511 

'\     ^  16,38  \ 

.      '  60,  A 

0.00 
3 

I 
I 

0,30 

'  .0 

I  23,59 
I  175 

I        26,66  I 

I      '  •   16     I  _ 

8. 

I 

X  '■ 

0,00 
0 

22,21 
•  2573 

'?4^78 
5,340 

20.73 
5621 

20,82 
1681 

ROW 
TOTAL 


19,27 
64^6 

26,28 
3742 

25i77 

14,97 
320 

22,56 
.  766 

16 ,97 
571 

22,92 
199 

22,38 
15215 


« 
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TABLE 


^  Percent  of  1972-73  Entering  Full -Time  Freshmen 

Receiving  Loaps  by 

Median  Freshman  Achlevement/Abi I i ty  Score  at  Postsecondary  Inst t tut  ton    *  - 


and  Institution  Type  and  Control 

^     '  1 
> 

MEDIAN  SAT 

SCORE  . 

*           '  - 
• 

* .'^           /  HEAN  T 
~"  COUNT  I 

UNDER  . 
800 

800  - 

*>  950  • 

950  -  . 
1 JOO 

I                            ^  I 

At/CD 

1,100 

4  I 

TOTAL 

.    PUBLIC  4-YEAR 

i  I 

23.15 

I  19,60 
I  1131 

I    /    1.8.04-  I 
\  ^     3o77  I 

24.14  I 

832-  I 

19i6j, 

6<i'6- 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR 

1 

2  I 

4,21 

I  7,-^8 
; '       334a  , 

I      '    6^^7  I 
-I            60  I 

0.00  I 

0  r 

7,62 
3742 

PRIVATE  'i-YEAR 

•  I  * 

3  I 

28,92 
1-61 

l\  33,57 
t 

I         ^3.77  I 

1        1623  I 
•  >         ^  • 

37,62  I 
849  I 

34,03 
3lSi 

PRIVATE  2-Y^R 

4  I 
« I " 

<z 

I      20, ta 

T  On* 

.\         •  *71 

I    10.35  I 

{             27  I 

*    0,00  I 
0  I 

18, 3« 

^  3^3 

PROFIT-MAKING 

5  I 

35,88 
I  .  712 

I  21,63 

I  26^ 

I  •   ■  69.51  I 
I       .    28  .  I 

0,00  I 
0  I 

36,61 

,  766 

•VOCATIONAL 

ft  1  * 

I 

*16,65 
-511 

I  1,99 
I    •.  60 

I  •  0;00j 
I       0  I 

0/00-  I 
0  I 

15  ill 
•571 

OTHER 

•  % 

7  I 

22,22 
175 

I  .2,00 

I  ;l6 

66,30  I 

3  -I 

0.00  I 
0  I 

21,98 

_  CGLUHN  TOTAL 

"23,25 
'  2973  . 

•  1^.16 

sua 

22.75 
5621 

30,95 
■  1681 

■  20,34 
15215 

TABLE  A-25 

Percent  of  1972-73  Entering  Fu-ll-Tlroe  Freshmen 
ReceivTng  Benefits  by  ^ 
Median  Freshman  Achieval^nt/Ab? 1 i ty  Score  at  Postsecondary  Institution 

and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


MEDIAN  SAT  SCORE 


MEAN 
COUNT 


I' 


•  'INST  TYPE  •   

PUBLIC  4- YEAR 

PUBLIC  2-YE^  * 

t 

.     PRIVATE  if-Y£AR 


4 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 


PROFIT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


UNDER 
800 


800  - 
950 


950  - 
1 ,100 


CCLUMH  T07AI, 


OVER 
1,100 


1 

T 

* 

5  T 

C  4 

1 

W  i 

A 
•f 

!  ' 
I 

6,29  I 
1101  I 

4.33  I 
3877  I 

4,76  • 
832 

7,47 
334 

I 
\ 

6,17  I 
3348  \ 

0.00  I 
^^3  I 

*  0,00 
0 

7,42 

1 
I 

6,16  I 
518  I 

3.82  I 
1623  A 

1.81, 
849 

■ —  » 

25,97 
24 

I 
I 

5,79  I 
271  I 

0.00  I 
25  I 

0,0B 
0 

,  5.52 
712 

I 
I 

3  ,'32  . 1 
26  I 

0.a0ri 

28  I 

.    0i00  . 
0 

6,22 
^  .511 

i 
I 

•  10,73'  I' 
60  I 

0.20  I 
0  I 

0100  . 
0 

0,72 
175. 

I 

I 

'  6,48  I 
16-  I 

.0.00  I 

-  8  a 

0,00 

"6,?9' 
2573 

6,22 
'  5340 

-  4.09 
5621 

-  3,27 
"  168\ 

ROW 

■  Oi 

646r6 

6,19 
3742 

•  3,85 
3151 

7,10 
320. 

5,13 
766 

6,69 
571 

.  Iil6 
,199 

5,23 
•  I52t5 


J- 


4> 


TABLE  A-26 


Percent  of  1972-73  Entering 


InqSull-Ti 


me  Freshmen' 


'Receiving  Fln'anci.al  Aid  by  Institution  Tuition  Dependence 
and  institution  Type^'and- Control 


HEAN 
COUNT 


IhST  TYPE,.  .H  

'  PUBLIC  k'YEAR  ^ 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR     .  2 

PRIVATE  ij-xYEAR  '  ^ 
PRIVATE^  2- YEAR  4 

PROFIT-MAKING  5" 
VOCATIONAL  ^ 

-  ^  .  . 

OTHER  7  • 

gCUHJHN' TOTAL' 


"  fa 

9 


'   TUITION  AS  SHARE  OF  INSTRUCTIONAL 
BUDGJET 

UNDER  20  20  TO  60'      OVER  60 

PERCENT  PERCENT  PERCENT 

2     1.  3 


51.25 
1233 


■  2j00 

0,30 
0 


23,01 
36 


20,08 
5 


•I 


'  !■ 

53.52  I 
4336  -I 


62 . 62  : 
323 


54^3  I 
64  ,.94  -I 

n4  I, 


56.55J 


63.64 
2641 


'64,16  I 

-'50  r 

100,00  I 
4  I 

•I 


52.63 
256 

64.11 
302 


58,32  I 
•   13  1 


46,71 
3553 


 1- 

.25,89  I. 
5  I 
I- 


40.98 
130 

wt^lf^  «r  *  ^ 

34.94  ^4 
38 


54,5-7 
5781 


61.45 
3901 


ROW 
TOT«, 


53,50 
5892 


48,01 

,^428 

63,86 
3077  _ 

54,51 
306 

64,56 

-  305 

3  8, -^'8 
17  £1 

32«38 

4&  . 

54,49 
13235 


I'7d 


,ERIC 


Percent  opf97i-73  Enter! ng  Fu»I^TTfne\Frl^^^^^^^  J^#ir  ^'"-^ 

Receiving  grants  or/ Scholarships  by  Institutioa  ^fal^f^Oeg^iMte'' 


inst^t^ti6T^     Ty;^  and  Control  ' 


TUITION  AS 

SHARE  OF  INST1«JCf  lOtft#- 
BUDGET, 

MEAN  ] 
.  COUNT 

^  UNDER  20  ^ 
;  PERCENT 

20  TO  60 
PERCENT 

OVER  60 
PERCENT  ^ 

INST  TYPE  •-- 
PUBLIC  4-YEAR 

.1 

;     _  11 

;        31.44  I 
;        1233.  I 

2  I 

.   "35,08  I 
4336  I 

*  39.64 
323 

^  .   PUBLIC  2-YEAR  . 

«  \ 

.49,17,1 
2257  I 

28,14  y 
959  I 

■/  30.85 
212 

PR'IVATE  ^t-YEAR 

r 

3  : 

r      se.ii  I 

[     ,      22.  .1 

45,32  I 
4i4  I 

49.11 
•2641 

PRIVATE  2-y^ARr 

4 

[       0,60  I 
0  I 

64,;L6  I 
50,  '1 

31,06 
256 

PROFIT-MftKrHfi 

5 

-0',00  I 

100,00'  I 

.,4..., I 

15^105. 
.302 

VOCATIONAL 

ft 

is 

[•      ,  4, -91  -I 

:            36  .  I 

35i31  1 
'  13  I 

4 . 0? 

l.<50 

OTHER  ■ 

'  7 

:      0,00  I 

;    .    .  5  ■  I 

25,89  1 
5  I 

18.42 
•     38  • 

.    \?CLUHN  TOTAL 

« 

• 

23,32 
.  3553 

34,97 
5781 

4575 
_3901 

• 

f 

■I 
I 

I.. 
•\> 
I 
I 

•I 


49 


,  ROW 
TOTAL 


34,57 
5892 

22.40 
3428 

48,50 

36,46 
306 

'yl6,10 

/  305. 

> 

7i03 
178 

17,21" 
•  4-3 

33»84 
13235 


0 

ERIC 


TABLE  A-28 


Percent  of  1972-73  Entering  Ful>-Ttme  Freshmen 
Receiving  Term-Time  Earnings  by  lnstltut4on  Tui tion  dependence 
.-^     '         ^       and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


TUITION  AS  SHARE  OF  INSTRUCTIONAL 


MEAN  1 


BUDGET 


\  ■  *  ,  COUNT 

j  UNDER  20 

j  PERCENT  ^  -  . 

20.' TO  60 
PERCENT^ 

OV.ER  60 

PERCENT 

•-■    3  i 

TOTAL 

PUBLIC  i|-¥^R 

I    -     21,19  I 
I     .  i233  ,  I 

19,15  I 
*336  \ 

17.49-1 
323  I 

19,49  . 
5892 

PUBLi-C  2-YEAR 

1 

I    ^  2257  I 

'959  : 

-    '  "212  I 

^g6.6J.^ 
3428 

'  PRIVATE  i»-YEAR 

3 

I  .      27,54  I 
I     _       22  I 

32,45  I 
4j4  I 

24,64  I 
•2641  t 

25,71 
.  3077  . 

•PRIVATE  2-YEAR 

4 

^    V  ! 
I   /         0  J. 

«         •               *         *  f 

32,85  I 

5?  r 

"'  11.27  I 
256  I 

•14,78  • 
306 

PROFIT-MAKING 

5 

I    '      0,00  I 

I  ^1 

0,00  I 

4  I 

11.20  I 

302  i 

19.95 
3u3 

, VOCATIONAL' 

6 

I         1^,84  I 
I            36  I 

35,31  I 

-    13  '.I 

■   33.91  I  , 
130  I 

30.16 

178;  ■ 

OTH£R  •  . 

7 

I        20,08  I 

I        "  '   5  ^ 

0,00  I 
5  I 

20.30M  ^ 
38  I 

18,55 

0 

-  CCUUMN  TO"T.AU 

h 

-  2-4 <  40 
355| 

• 

21,66  ■ 
•  5781 

23.17 
3931  ■ 

.22,84 
13235 

# 

< 

\ 

* 

*       ^  i 

(  -  . 

* 

t 

111"       .  . 

-er|c 


TABLE  A-29  .       '  ^ 

Percent  of  1972-73  Entering  'Ful 1 -Time  Freshmen' 
Recelvmg  Loans  by  Institution  Tuition  Dependence 
and  Institution  Ty^e  and  Control  , 


4& 


HEAN 
(JOUNT 


thST  TYPE 
PUBLIC  ij-YEAR 


poeirrc  2-7ear 

*  * 

PRIVAlt  i»-YEAR 
PRIVATE  2-YEAR 
PROFIT-MAKING 
VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


1 
2 
3 


5 

h 
7 


CCLUHN  TOTAL 


16,20 
1233 


6,31 
225^ 


TUITION  AS  SHARE  OF  l>ISTRl!CTIONAL 
BUDGET  - 


UIIOER  20  20  TO  60        OVER  60  • 

PERCENT  PERCENT  PERCENT 

2     1'  5 


20,90  I  25 ."67 
4336     I    •  323 

"    ili41<I  6.07 
959     \-     .  212 

— --'l  

•      .n,-84  I  34.99 

/14     I  2641 
I  

15,58  I  19.41 

50     r    ^  .256l 

0,00  1^^^48.32 
•       4  -1  f  305 

9,42   I  '    .  9,19 
13  . I       .   130  ■ 

 1— 

0,0^4  10.59 

•     '    5    r  •,.-38 

9,79'        --20,07  .  -31.55 
i553  5781  '  '3901  ■ 


25,98 
22 


0,ia0 
0 


0,00 
•0 


0,02 
36 


3,00 
5 


I 
i 

•I. 

I, 
I 

'I 
I 
I 

•-I 
I 
I 

'\ 
I 
I 

•I 
I 
I 

'I 
I 
•I 

'I' 


TOTAL 


20.17 
5892. 

7^83 
■  3428 

'34, 5^0 
.  3077 . 

18,78 
306 

.  47,72 

7,35 
178 

8,34'' 
-  48 

t 

20,7^' 
1323& 


TABLE' A- 30 


^  Percent  1972-73-  €nter?ng  Ful  HTTme  Freshmep  ^  - 
Receiving.  Benefits  by  Institution  Tuition  Oepenxlence 
-  and  ^tnstitu^ron  Ty])g  and  Control 


4  ' 


f  . 


f  . 


TUITljON  AS  SHAR^  OF  IMSTRUCTlOHAL 
BUDGET 

COVIN r  UNDER  20   *      20  TO  OVER-BO 
'I- PERCENT     .       PERC€Nr\  .  -PERttHT 


■I     J.    .  i 
 ^,.;|^,.— 


v'.ri»tlBfc^C"^YgAR 
^  ^      PUBLIC  «Y€AR  '' 


_  « 


1  .  I  ,  4,90- 

I  *  2257 

.  BRlYATe  VYEAR   ''^  •  I  '  t^.^S 

■4,1  2t20  1 
 ^— ^ 

-6,    L  13, eB 

1  .  '36 

•7    'l-  -  20, Z8 

'    I  -  • 

gcuyHN  total' ■  ^'\t^7 


MIVATE  2-Y£AR 


PR0FKT-MAK|,NG 
vbcAtLOHAl. 


2 

4.54 


13 


■? 

«  .   .  "4V60-' 
/57.S1 


3  I 
^  *-I 


4336  *| 

[       52i  r  , 

5,09  1 
•959  ; 

9.85  I 
[    -  212- 

:  "".4,39.] 

^  ■   -414  : 

;  ^— I 

I        .  3.42  I 
[    '    2641  I-. 

E— —  1  . 

[     •    7.25  I 
U        254  I 

0,00' 

■50/1 

." 

-i-  -T-^l 

•  4.7.9  I  ^ 

[   •   ^2  '-r 

•   ..  13,59 

[      . . 3,24  I 

ROW 


4,77 


6,41 
3423 


130  'I 

--g  .  I 

. ;  0.00  I 

■        38  .  I 

4,53  . 
3901 


'  5,97 
17^ 

2,17 
"  -48 

5,00 

-43235  . 


y 


■•■    • '^VercenS^  of  1972-73  Ent6ring  Full -Time  f^r^eshmen 
; '. >^         '  ^ftecetvlng^Kn^K^aT  Aid  by  Tnstttutton  Qependem^  on  Government  Revenue 


./ 

/  ■ 


TABLE  A-31 


:  1  W 


/ 


'  ind  Inst! tutlon  Type  and  Control 


'.V 


HE AN- t 


'  -  GDVERNHENT^EfEV^UE >S  SHAkE  OF 
^    .  .JNSTRUCTrOlfAIi'^BUDGET. 


COUNT  I. 


UNDfeR  20 


PEJICENT 


29-TO  6A' 
PEkCEftT. 


OTHER. 


OVER  60 

^.rcixucni     .        rci\ucm  •       J  PERCEMT 
'       '  j     _  ^       3     I'.       •    3  "l 

"-w^  J  •-^»«r«-»«»»  J'-wStj-iv-i-s*"  I-------*--  I 

1  'I   .  .*2«*?  r-  I  •     52.91  I 

I J  .V  1  • 

2  I        59,.47  I    .    34,04  I        47.7$  J 

■  3D22  . :     3152"  'I 

74^at>-i-^.  *  35,22  -I 
.  39'    I  13.  I 

120,00  I 

?! 

5  I      .  64»H.  r       '0,00  I      100.2^  I 
I       .  302  ^  I  0    1      '      4^  t  - 

il..;-.>.--.-,|-e-, —  ^--i 

6  I      •  40,98  I  0,00  I        32. 2i  I  * 

.J  '  .    w    i  .  U 

7^  I'  ,  34,9-4  I  .;?0T00-r 

COLUPN  TOTAL  .'  61,94  52,50  , 

'     ^    4292       ■  .^X^h^'  . 


.1  174*  I 

'3-1  63.84  I 

•    ,\  3025  I 

if  4    I  '    53,72  I 

r  J0i  I 


0.00  I 


ROW 
TOTAL 


53,50 


48,01- 
3428  . 

63.86 
3077 

54,5jL 
306 

6*4>?6 
.  303 

3aj'58  ■ 
178 


6  I 

» -  — w  *•  m  \ 

50.^70  • 
.7074 


32i^8 


5^,49 


ERLC 


ISO 


tABLE  A-32  ^ 


.  •  c       ,  'Percent  bFl972^73  Entering  Full-Tlroe  Freshroen  '  ' 

^Receiving  Srantsotf*  Scholarships  by.  Institution  Dependence  on  Government  Revenue 


Sch  .   

.  X^.*v-  X    and  1  ns.t'l  tut  Ion  Type  and  ^-Con  t  ro  1 

.   ^  :—  ^  


r 

♦  / 


.GOfi^RliHENT  R£Y£NOe!aS.SHAREjOF- 
^NSTRUi£TldNAL  BUDGET. 


.1. 


COUtNT   j  PERCENT 


20  TO  60 
PERCEHT 


TOTAl. 


UST  TYPE 
PUBLIC  it-YEAR 


^  PUBLIC  2- YEAR. 


-PRIVATES-YEAR 

PRJVATE  'Z-YEAR 

.PROFlT-MAR^niG 

VOCATIOHAL  * 
» 

OTHER 


•CCUyHN  TOTAL 


16,10 
t  305 

7,03 
178 

17,21 
■  48 

'  33.84 
13235 


/ 


•Percent  of  1372-73  Entering 


TABLE  A-33     '  '  . 

'J 
ring  Rill-Ti 


roe  Freshmen 


Receiving  Term^TIme  Earnings  by  Institution  Dependence  on  Government 

and  lnsti;;btftion  Type  and  Control 


Revenue 


9\, 


GOVERHHENT  REVENUE  AS  SHARE  OF 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET 


MEAN 
(^OUNT 


in-si.  type  .  — 
public  a-year 

publh:  z-year" 

PRIVATE  if-YEAR 
-    PRIVATE  2-YEAR; 


\ 


lOFIT^ 


PROF  I Tf MAKING 


_  5 


VOcVlONAL 


1  otIher 


'9GLUHN  TOTAL 


UNDER  20 
PERCENT 


■20  TO' 60 
-PERCENT 


OVER  dp 
PERCENT 


J^OW 
TOTAL 


[         17,49  I 

;  -  _   323  ■  I 

2  I 

1^,77  I 
919  I 

3  *  I, 

20.17  I 
-    4654    I  , 

i9,49 
5ff92 

« 

% 

9 

[        30,22  I 
X74  I 

^  9.97  I 
102  I 

27.33  I 
^     -^l5^  I 

26,68 
'  3428 

t  .  '  25;66'  I 
3025  \ 

38,52  I 
39  \ 

•     0.00  I 
13  I 

25.71 
3077 

1-5., I 
\    301    I  _ 

0,00  I 
5  I 

0  'I  - 

14,78 
3«6 

20*20^] 
!        -30?  I,- 

0,00  { 
0  '  I 

0.00  I 
4  I 

19.95 
305 

0 

[      '33, -91  I 
.    '     130-  I 

0,00  I 
0  I 

2i3.lJ  I 
.  49 

30.16 
17| 

[        23,80  I  • 
38  I 

2, si  I 
■4  ^  I 

*  16.^7,  f  . 
"  6  '  I 

'  18*,  55 
-48 

.  ''^4.,31 
4292  • 

16,77 
1068 

^22.87.  • 
,7874 

22,84 
'1<5235  . 

ftp 

• 

_  * 

* 

»  ^ 

• 

\ 

'182 

• 

■  X 


/;ERLC. 


.7  » 


*     t  » 


•     ,  TABLE  A?-3^  .    ■  ' 

.  Percent  of  T972-73  Entering  Full-Timg  Freshmen  , 
Receiving  Loans >by  Ihstftutton  Dependence  on  Government  Revenue 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control  . 


HEiN 
COUNT 


IKST  fyp^ 

PUBLIC  ^-YEAR 

,  P0BL19'2^YEAR 

•PRIWE  ^t-^YEAR 

PRtVATE  2^X£AR 

,  PROFtT-rtAKtNG 


VOCAHONAL 
OTHER  ^  ' 


5. 


7  ■ 


)        '^COU-UHN  TOTAL  ' 


* '   GQVERKHEHT.  REVcKUE  AS  ^SHARE  OF 
IHSTRUCTfOHAL'  BUDGET 

UNDER  20      y  20  TO  60       OVER  60 
PERCEHT  PERCENT        PERCENT  . 

^'  2 


25.67. 
323 

7,39 


34,66 
3825 


18,46 
301 


48,32 
302 


9,19 


18,59 
38 


23,65 
919 



4,84 
122  ' 


21,38 
39 


37,32 
5 


0,30 
0- 


2,00 
.0 


0,00 
4 


31,72  , 
4;^92^ 


21177 
i068; 


3  I 

19.11  I 
4650  I 

7.95  L 

3152  r 

  I 

35.22  I 

13  I 
 -—I 

0.02-  I 
0  1 

 I 

*  0,32  I 

4  .  I 


2.45  I 

.  49  I 
 1 

0.-00  I 

6  ! 
 1 

14.54 

7874 


T9TAL, 


?0,17 
5692 

7|83 
5428 

34.50 
3077 

18,78 
306 

47.72 
305 

7. -35 
17« 

^  8r34 

48 

20.70 
'  13235. 


^  »  .  TABLE  A-.35    '       '  - 

Percent  of  T972-73  Entering  FuH^Tlme  Freshmen 
Receiving  Benefits  by  Institution  Dependence  on  Government  Revenue 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control'  ^_ 


4^ 


SOVERMHEMT  REVEHUE  A?.  SHARE  OF 
mSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET 


■  MEAN 
COUNT 


1 
2 
3 


IhST  TYPE  •   — - 
PUBLIC  if- YEAR 

« 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR 

PRIVATE  4-Y"EAR 

PRIVAtI  2- YEAR  * 
5 

PROFIT-MAKING 

■    V  6 
VOCATIONAL 

OTHER 

CCLUI*N  TOTAL 


UNDER  20 
PERCENT 


20  TO  60 
PERCENT" 


OVER  60 
PERCENT 


ROW 
TOTAL 


2  \ 

3  -  I 

7.26  I 
323  I- 

V.60  I 

4,63"  I 
4650  ,1 

4,77 
5892 

9,06  I 

5,04'  I 
102  \ 

6.31  I 
3152  I 

6,41 
3428 

3,70  I 
'  3325-  I 

3,59  I  - 
•  39  I 

-23.1^  I 
•      13  I 

_^  ^28. 
3377 

6,16  I 

-301  I- 

^\^^  i 

5  I 

♦  • 

0.03  J 

'  0  I 

'  6,35 
306  . 

4, '79  I  " 
;502  I 

0;00"  I 

■     2f  I 

0.03  I 
4  •  I 

4t73 
335 

3,24  I-  1 
130     I  . 

Lj,0e  I 

Z  I 

13.21  I 
49  I 

5,97 
178 

0,23  \ 

38     I-  .. 

4  r 

i6»37  I 
'.      6  1 

■2.17 
48 

4.,  39 
4292 

1368 

5.39 

.  7874 

5,  S3. 
t3235,  ^ 

TABLE  A-36 


•Perxent-of  1972-73  ^Entering  Full -Time  Fregjaro&n 
Receiving  Financial  Aid  by  Institution  Oependence 
•  on  St'ft  and"  Endowroent  Incotoe 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


G.IFT  AND  ENDOWHBNT  INCOME 
AS, SHARE  OF 
IHSTRUCTIONAt^  BUDGET 


MEAN 

^     ~  -COUHT 


IhST  TYPE 

PUBLIC  4-YEAR. 

PUBLIC  2-YE^  2^ 

^. -ERiy^ffiFS^VYEAR  \ 
^  PRIVATE  2-YEAK 

PROFIT-HAKING  ' 

VOCATlOfiAL  ^ 

It 

other'     .  ^ 

CCLUHN.  TOTAL 


UNDER  ,10 
PERCENT 


»  ^     •  ^  ^  «y  • 

53,39 
5848  ' 

47,92' 
34ii 

*61,8i 


48,69 
138 


OVER  10, 
PERCENT 


-J " -»-»-"» J 

68,58  4 
44  -I 

65,07  I 

65,19  I 

1868"~T* 


59,50  I 


168 


52,54 
,11X31 


ROH 
TAW 


•53.50 
5S92 

48.01  ' 
■  342S 

63.36 

3^  ■ 

•54,51 
306 

64.36 
305 

38.58 
173 

32.^'"-^^ 
43  ' 

54.49 
rl32-35  , 


TABLE  A- 37 

Percent  :of  1972-73  Entering  FuU-Ttm^^Freshroen 
'    Receiving  Grants  or  Scholarship  by"  T" 
^     Institution  Dependence  on  Gift  and  Endowment  IncCTne 
and  Institution  Type  and  -Controi 


GIFT  .AND  EKOOWHENT  INCOME 
■    AS  SHARE  OF 
'INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET 


r 


MEAN 
COUNT 


IhST.TYPE  — 
PUBLIC  4-YEAR 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR  ^ 
PR  1  VATg^  4::iEAR  ^ 
PRIVATE  2-YEAR  * 
PRdF IT-MAKING  ' 
,     VOCATIONAL         »  * 


,  OTHE^ 


?CLUHN  TOTAL 


UNOEJJ  JO 
PERCENT 


OVER  10 
PERCENT 


{ 


I         34,31  I 

68,58  I 

34.-57 

I       -  5848  I 

^1  .  I 

5895. 

I  22,36_t 

3l,43''l 

22.40 

[   ^  3*ii    I  ■ 

17     I  - 

3428 

[                      1  -- 

—  J 

[.       47,28'  I 

49,28  I 

48 .10 

[  -     ~t^9~  f 

—  l«6r^' 

'  3077 

42,55  I 

36/46 

I    .    138,  I 

168  I 

306  ^ 

[        16,10  I 

0,03  I 

u.ieJ 

305  J 

0  I 

.  305- 

[      /  7.23  I 

7,03 

[        178    r  • 

173 

I    .  ■  1«,58-J 

21.40.  I* 

17.21 

'            <2     I  , 

■  6-    I  • 

:  ■  '^s 

 ^i— I 

•30,99  . 

48,9^2 

33U4 

.  11131 

"2104 

13235 

ROW 
TOTAL 


188 


.     •        •    •    TABLE  A-38 

Percent  of  1972-73  Entering  Full-TJme  Freshmen 

Receivfhg"  Tepn-Ti me  Earnings  by  ,  • 

'  institu'fton  Pependencfe  6n  Sift  and  Endowment  lacyne 
'and'  Institution  Type  and  Control  ^ 


GIFT  AND  ENDOWMENT  INCOME 
'    AS  SHARE  OF 
INSTRUCTIOHfL  BUDGET 


e  J 


MEAN 
COUNT 


INST  TYPE     •  — 
.  POBLIC  VYEAR 

PUBLit  2-YEAR 

/  .  • 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR, 

1  ■    ^  • 

'   I  PROFIT-MAKING 


y 


Yo|;ational 


UNDER  10 
PERCENT 


OVER  10 
PERCENT 


19,|58 
5548 

26  ,.76. 

.5,44 

138 


19,95. 
30S 

•  — 15  — -r  ^  —  •  *• 

32,16' 

178. 


14, n 
'42 


,6,86- 
44 

12.54 

*29.23 
1868 

22,47 
168 


•  ? . 

0,30  I 

'     0  J 
I 


21,84 
'  tl'131  . 


^8  ,'33  I 
-    -6  I 

28, £4 
2104  ' 


ROW 
TOTAI. 


1^.49 
S892. 

26.68^ 
3428 

25.71 
.3077 

14.78 
'   306'  , 

19.95 

-3-05' 

30.16 

178  - 

18.55  * 
.  48 

22.84 
13235 


»  J- 


'  4 


187 


'M    '  '  TABLE  A-39 

Percent  of  1972-73  Entering  yull-Tltoe  Freshmen^  •  '  | 
Recefvfog  Loans  by  InStrttition  Dependence  on 
Gfft  and  Endcwmerft  Income  . 
.     .        and 'Institution  Type  and,  Control     *  ,     •  • 


GIFT  AT<0  ENOOWhENJ  INCOME 
->        AS  SHARE  OF 
■    INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET 


HEJkN 
COUNT 


IhSl  TYPE 
PUBLIC  k-yJU^R 


PUBLIC  2- YEAR 


PRIVATE  h-Hz 


PRIVATE  2-y£AR 

✓ 

PROFIT-MAKING  . 
VOCATIONAL 
'  OTHER. 


•CCLUHN  TOTAL 


UNDER  10- 
PERCENT  • 


OVER  10 
PERCENT 


23, ii 
5848 


7,73 
•3411 

33,87 
120? 


Its 


*7,72 
305 

7,35 

-  178 


9,59 
42 


28,53 
44 


18,29 

""5 


28,51 
.  17 

*.-_6  

34,90 
1868 


20 ,29 
168 


0,03- 
0  . 


'  0,00 


0,00 
,  ■  6 


33, n 
2104 


ROW 
TOTAL 


20.17 
5892 

•  7,83 
3423 

34.50 
3077 

306 

47.72 
335 

'7.35  . 

•  173 

48 

20.70  ^ 
13235 


18 


r 


TABLE  k-k^ 


Percent  Of  1972-73  Entering  Full-Time  Freshmen 
Receiving  Benefits  by  Institution  Dependence  ' 
on  Gift  and  Endowment  Income* " 
and  institution  Type  and  Control  .7 


ano^enoowheht  income 
"  aIshAI^e  of 

INStRuVriOMAL^UDGET 


COUNT 


IhSTTYPE, 
POBLIC  it- YEAR 


PUBtlC.  2-YEAR- 
PRIVATE  if- YEAR 
PRIVATE  2- YEAR 
PROEIT-MAKIHG 
VpCATIONAL 
^ER  , 


1 
2 


5/ 


7  X 


CCLUHN  TOTAL 


NstRurri 


UNDER  10 

.pe'rcent 


OVER  10. 
PERCENT 


4,80  • 
9848 


6,45 
V   3411  • 

2,69 
1209 

6,38 
i38 


4, '73 

30$ 


5,97 

178  , 

2,55 

'  _42  . 

5,10  . 

ni3'i.  , 


.  0,00 
.  3,00 



4,49 
1868 

.5,78 
168 


0,00 

•  0 


'  .0,00 
'  ? 

•  0,00. 
6 

.4,45 
2104 


TOTAW' 


4.77 
5892 

6r41 

3428 

3.78 
3077 

6.05 
306 


4'.V3 
305 

5.97 
1,78 

2.17 
48 

5.0i3 
1^35 

k 
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/ 


TABLE  A-l»l 


Percent  of  1372-73  £.nt^As\g  Full -Time  Freshmen 
"Receiving  Financial  Aid  by  Available  Insti tutlop .Aid  Funds 
. .  ".  ■  and  Institution  Type  and  Control    '  • 


OlSCRETiONARY  AU)  FUNDS 
AS  SHARE  OF 
STUDENT  BDD6ET 


heaN 
coUnt 


IhST  pPE  — 
PUBLIC  4-YEAR 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR 

PRIVATE  4 -YEAR 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 


PROFfT-MAKING 
♦  f 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 

6- 
7 


UP  TO  5' 
PERCENT 


OVER  5 
PERCENT 


^    CCLUHN  TOTAt 


53,97  I 
2167  I 

4^,47  I 

53,43  -1 
3643     I  . 

—               ^  —  ^  t 

^,72  I  ■ 
1005  I 

53-.  48 
5810 

48'.  08 
3416 

59,43  J 
95?  .  I 

65,73  r 
2115  I 

•  63.78 
3065 

51,28  I 
192  \ 

65,07  I 

>    -277  \ 

59,93  I- 
U4     I  , 

-     7.4,16  I 

54.91 
30.6 

66.56 
331 

.  38,53  I 
178  I 

59.23  I 
4  I 

39,04 
.  183 

'29,46  \ 
1      22  I 

■  52,80  . 
6196 

'     30,44  I 
29  I 

■    56',  08 
'  6965 

30^1 

*  54.54 
13162 

ROW 
TOTAl, 


-  *  .  |ABLE  A-42    /      .  '  ^ 

•  ^,    1  .1   Percfent  of  1972-73  Entering  FuT1-T!me  Freshmen  ^  '  . 

Receiving ISrants  or  Scholarships  by  Available  Inst rtut'i^n^l  Aid  Funds 

^-  and  Institution  Type  and  Control  ■     ,  ,  , 


DISCRETIONARY  AID  FUNDS- 
AS  SHARE  eF 
STUDENT  BUDGET 


INST  TYPE 

PUBLIC  4- YEAR 


COyNT   I  PERCENT 
I- 

•  I  1  - 

 ^rl'"— ---- 

1     It     '  34,95 
r  2167 


OVER  5 
>  PERCENT 


^"~~TSUBLIC  2-YEAR 
*  PRIVATE  ..4-YEAR 
'PRIVATE  2- YEAR 
PROFIT-MAKING 

vocational 
^  "other  ■ '  -  ' 


24,47 
I.'  .  2411 

3  'I  "  42,ir7 

5.    I-  '  .16,07 
I     _  277 

6  I  7,03 
-  .1       •  178  ■ 

7  I        10, 53-1'  20,13 

■  ■  I  /      22   I     -  a? 

.CGCUHN'tOTXL.     ■       30^26-        '36, 6? 


33,96 
364-3 


17*36 
1005 

51.17 
2115 


15,17 
54 

4 


ROW 
TOTAU 


34.33 
58i2 

22.38 
3416 

45.35 
3065 

36.46  . 
306' 

15. 9«- 
•  321 

"  6.  86  '* 
133 

■15.^ 
5-2  • 


33 . 63- 
■13162  • 


TABLr  A-/»3 


-  ,        Percent  of  1972^73  Entering  Full-Time  Fresknen  '  ^ 
-Receiving  Tenn-Tiroe  Earnings  by-  Avai labia  Institutional  Aid  Funds 
and  Institution  -Type  and  Control  '  . 

'    »  ■'  '  5  . ,  ^  ,        .  i^r 


•HEAN 
COUNT 


INST  TYPE 


PUBLIC  i»-YEAR, 
PUBLIC*  2-9€AR  ■ 
PRIVATE  ij-YEAR,. 
■PRIVATE  2-YEAR 
PROFIT-/IAKING 
VOCATIONAL 


3 
4. 
5 
6 
7 


.   OTHER  '      .  .  , 


DISCRETIONARY  AJO  FUNDS 
AS. SHARE  OF 
STUDENT  BUDGET 


UP  TO  5  OVER  5,. 

PERCENT  "PERCENT 
.  •    1     I    •  2 


18,7-3.1  20^03 
2X67     I  3643: 


26^4^  -J 
2411-  .-I 


27,1^ 
1205 


•  2e»18  I ' •  28,13. 

. •  :    950  I  2115  ■ 

.    11,33  I  2a;59 

-  „    192  I  / 

15,27  I      *  37,96  - 

2f7  '  I  -;  \34, 

I 


31,59  :j 

17-8     I  ^ 


0,50 

.  4 


11,66  I  :■ 

.  22  n 

21,92  , 
.6196  . 


21,43 

23j66 
6965  • 


TOTAU 


19.95. 
.  5810 

26.67 
3416 

,  ^5.66 
*  3065  • 

14,/78 
\  304 

30.32 
183  • 

17.19 
52 

22.84 
13162 


TABLE  A-kk 

Insti 


-  Percent  ofn972-73  Etvtering jFul  1-Time  Freshmen 
*      Receiving  Loans  by  Available  InTtitutional  Aid  Funds' 

•  .  TZa   I _^ <■ :  <...<■  T... 


and  Insti tutiofr  Type. ^nd  Control 


4" 


UJST  TYPE 


01  SCROTI ONARY  AID  FUNDS 
.  AS  SHARE  OF     "  ' 

'STUDENT- BUDGET' 

HEAN  I  • 
COUNT  I  UP  TO  5    >     OVER  5  " 

I  PERCENT  PERtENT   "  ' 

I  '   i     i        ■  -2, 


^     '  .-11  ?1,45 

P^UBLfC  4-YEAR  J  „  _  2167 

2  J  9,14 
>     I'  ,  2411 

/    .  >•        3     I  28,26 

PRIVATE  ij-YEAR  I  -952 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


'PRIVATE  2-YEAR 
•  f 

PROFIT-MAKING 
VOCATIONAL 
OTHER 


•4  --I 

•  I 

•5  I 

•  I 

.  •! 

i  I 

I 


7  I 
■.  I 
•  I' 

.CCLUHN  TOTAl. 


19,29 
3643 

•-•-5- 

1305 


. -37,07 
2115 


lr*.14 

#8,12  3 
|;277. 

t    ..    23,22  I 

1       U*  I 

E        63,34  I 
I  -     -  54  I 

•  '18.7? 
a  306 

50.62 
.  331 

f 6,77  1 

ji  178  ] 

23,38  I 
4  I 

7. .17 
183 

fi7,8l  I 
:     22-  l 

-  .  29  I 

• 

7.73 
52 

•  18,30 
.  61;^6 

'  22,93 
6965 

t 

20.75 
13162 

r 

r 

ROW 
TOTAU 


20.  l» 
5810 

7.86 
3416 

-34.34 
3065  - 
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1  '•■  TABLE  A-l»5 

;     Percent  of  IS72-73  Entering  FulF-Tirne  Fneshmerv 
Receiving  Bjenefits  by  Available  Institution  Atd  Furies 
and  Institution  Typg  and  Cdntrol*     '  _ 


♦  »• 

DISCRETIONARY  AID  fW^OS 
,   AS  SHARE  OF 
STUDENT  BUDGET 


IhST  TYPE 
PUBLIC  i»-YEAR 


J»UBLIC  2-YEAR 
PRIVATE  4- YEAR 
PRIVATE  2- YEAR 
PROFIT-MAKING 


5.04 
13162 


Appendix  JU-B 


efage  A^nounts  of  Aid  Received  by  .  1972-73 
ntering  Full-Time  Freshman  Aid  Recipients  , 
of  Aid,  Student/Family  or, Institution  Attribute, 
'  and  Institution  Type  ind  CiJntrol 


A 


5»  * 


-  -       4~ist  of  tab  Us.     '  * 


Ayjerage  Total  Aid  Received  by  1972-73 
Entering  Full-Time  Freshmen  Aid  Recipients 
by  Family  Income  Quartl^e^  and  Institution* 
Type  and  Control    ^    ^  -  '  i 

Average  Grapt  or  Scholarship  Aid  Rsceived 
b^  W72-73  Entering  Fuil-Titne  FresRman 
6ra]?tN^eciplents  by  Family  Income  Quartlle 
and  InjStitution  Type  and  Control 

Average* Earnings  ReceTved  by  1972-73-1        •  - 
Entering  FulJ-Time  Fr^eshman  ^Job  Hofd^rs 
fay  Family  Income  QuaVtile  and ' Institution 
Type  and  Control.  ,  ,  ^ 

"Average  Loans  Received  by.  1972-73 
,  Entering  Full-Time  Fresteian  Loarr^eci pi ents 

by  Fami.ly "Income  Quartlle  and  Institution 

Type*  and  Control  •  . 

Average  Benefits  Received  by  1972-73 
Entering  ^ull-Time  Freshman  Bejef iciarles 
by  Family  Inqome  Quartlle  a'nd  Institution 
Type  and ^Control  '        '  ^ 


196 


Average  Total  Aid  Received  by  1972-73 
Entering  Ful  1 -Time' Freshman  .Aid  Recipients 
fay  AchievementMbi I fty  Sroup  and  Institution 
Xype  and  Control  *    .  ^ 

Average  Grant  or  Scholarship  Aid  Received 
by  1972-73  Entering    FuH-Time  Freshmart 
Grant  Recipients  by  Achievement/Ability 
Group  and  Ihstltution  Type  and  Control 

Average  ^arni^ngs  Received  by  ^972-73 
Entering  Full -Time  Freshman  Job  Holders 
by  Achlevcment/Abi  1 1 ty  Group  a'hd  Institution^ 
*  Type  and  Control 

/^erage  Loan  Received  by '1972-73  Entering 
Ful  1-tiW' Fresljman  Loan  Recipients  by 
Achievement/Ability  Group  and  I'nstltut^ion 
Type  and  Control  *  '        ,  \ 

I  J  • 

Average  Benefits  Received  by  1972-73 
Entering  Full-Tlme  Freshman  Beneficiaries 
..by  Achelvement/Abi 1 i ty  Group  and  Institution 
Type  and  Corttrol  *  ' 


I  4 


List  of  Tables  (cont'd,) 
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B-13 


B-14 


B-15 


B-16 


B-17 


B-18 


B-19 


B-20 


Average  Total  Aid  Received  "by  1972-73, 
Entering  Full-Tiroe  Freshman  Aid  Recipients' 
'by  Racial/Ethnic  Group  and  Institution 
Type  and  Cpntrol  , 

Average  Grant  or  Sdholarsiiip  Aid  Received 
by  1972-73  Entering  Full -Time.  Fre^h^n 
ffrant  Recipients  by  Racial/Ethnic  Gcoup 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control*"  '  < 

Average  E^/nliigs  Received  by  1972-73 
Ente^^fng  Ful^ -Tltae- Freshman  Job  Holders 
by  Racial/Ethnic  Group  and  Institution 
Type  and  Control 

Average  Loan^Received  by  1972-73  Entering 
ftjll-Tlroe  Freshman  Lo^n  Recipients  by  ^ 
Racial /Ethnic-Group  and  Institution  Type 
aod  Control  . 

Average  Benefits  Received  J?y  1972-73 
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INST  TYPE 


'  $  7,500  .- 
.  |10,500 
I  -  -2 


.  C60=NT -l  UNDER  •• 

sto.  aev  - 1  $  li^P^ 
I.    .-  1 

PUBLIC  't^YEAR    ^  _  .  I       .    841' .---r  Hd  \ 

'•     '/  \      .762,38  -1  .'853,47  ^ 

•  ■     2  'r  r^n-.Zl   I.  -.'978,46 
475  l- 

•I--      669,28   I  678,45 

3  -  r   2235,94  I  il25,i5 
=  ■  I.'        312    J  416 

J  -  1172,59-  t  1117,82 

4  I  •   1469,96   I  569,73 
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I     1282,95  I  652,25 

;i.^--..'-,,r— - 
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I     -     116     I  121 
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6  I       56,2,31  I  ■721,77_ 
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'  I       684,20  I  630,25 

-  I-,  — 
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I       87l,46".l-  .  722,40 
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PROFIT-MAKING 
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•  I  

•  945.06.1.  700,10' 

••  803     I  613 
662.53  I  ■  .778,39' 

 --f  — 

460.18  t     .485 1 30 
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524.18/1  637,14 
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1712.87  I  1370,13 
-508     I  469" 
930.89  I  1022,54 

'  

749.42  I  1053,74 

3^  .  44 

6-24.63  I  738^46 

 -—I-.--  
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956.22  I  1058.40 

  i  - 
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&3l-,8^  I  895,38 


•  9^3.53  I 
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407 
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186  . 
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t042,>01 
104 
8^',  08 

1096 -,54  ' 
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2 
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•  528  I 
872,J{,6  1 
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.$15,000 
I    •  '3 


OVER 
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!  — .  


611.57  I 

496  .1 
5^7^07  I 


631, 8i 
529  . 
923.11 


483,69  V 
2-93  .1 
■441, 96-  I 


-389,23  I 
179.  I 
3i5,08  I 


368.27  I 

-172^  F 
407, j68  I 


40t,53 

•41 
575,26 


157.7,87  I 
272  I 
1160,21  I 


'1^21,84  I 
'     317'  I 
938,46  1 


1021.28  I 
387  d 
•  803.68  I 
 1- 


1114,93 
304 
857,36 
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.      23  I 
449,19  r 
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37  I 
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^35,*79  I 
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812,73- I 

10-63  »14  I 
■  10-1 
694,42  I 

872,00  ' 
1291  - 
_«i5,94 


.  250, 20  r 
18  I 
158,16  •! 


529  .;i7  I 

.  .33  'I 
2^2»66  I 


584,65. 

22 
260,32 


619,87  I 

^       34  I 

286,96  I 

--■"-"-3 — 

390.,80  I 

12-  I 

2BZ,i00  I 


572.09  I 
28  I 
528.90  I 

265.51  .1 

1^.91'  I 


I288t94 
8^1,39 

446,21 

7  .. 
471.42 


796,11  I 

23  I 

38i,2«  I 

•769,35  - 

I'ilS 
■  853,24 


892.89  I 
18'  I 
992.84  I 

7U.?7 

1144-  •. 
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.  227a5 
'  5 
*50,04 

833,29 
'  700. 
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.415,61 
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94  ■ 
•344,18 

625,331  ^ 
:  110  ' 
553,27 

470,80  ' 
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570,22 

828,25 . 
.   .  56    .  . 
699,15  ■ 
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r         '2   1.     -  .  3  J         4"  i:" 
w.;— I—-  ^^^i  1 

,    506.231'     395,37-1      •389.75^  1       363,72  I 

,     •  5l3  •  I     •     256'    I        •  252  .  I     •     286  I. 

396, I     ;283,70  I      284.01  I      3^5,83  | 

 I  ^—  

408,57  I  .    594,34  .p     326*50  I      314,69  I 
229     \    ^      245     I          237     I  '    ^ll6-  I 
3l2il0  I       556,^2  I      342.30  I      389.03  I 
 —  1   1 

•  534,55  'I      339,39  I      519.26  I      470,12  I 
145'  ,  i  162-  1  237     i  .  •■  .1.60  I 

499,52  \     .  234,80  I      535.95:1  •   539,08  I 

.-;  ^,1-'-'— I-----  1  r-I 

J006,07  I       326, ii  I  .    411.73  I    •  294,68  I 

6     1'       5     1        .81-      .11     I  ' 
.  674,44  I         49,36  I  •    l39.99   I       182.27  I 

 1  1  -  7- 1—  —4 

451, 4A   I     .837,14  I       374, I       775,67  I 
27     r     '      -40     I        '    60     I  25  I 

353.73  I       64^,59  i       477.31  I     -656,33  I. 

456,19  t       471,78  T     708.90  I       585.63  I 
'28     I        ^  13     I.           23  i           11  'I 
336,84  I  •    3i3,'96  I       853.96  1'     659,97  I, 
 ^ii.,!-^,-,,;— i-.^.-— I-  1 

^56,87  I     ••277,43  I     -343.21  I  '    4«}8.74  I 
'    '   4    4       ^    16     I       .     13  I 
5,3-8  236,49  I  ,    232.20' r 

J— ----- — 


*  8  I 
'599,26  I 


4.74,66 

754 
398,36 


404,96 

'736 
'422,72 


415.18 

825' 
416.53 


43^,32 
^17  ^ 
436, 95 
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TOTAL 


.417,29 

1107 
334,39 

367,69 

827  * 
417 f 00 

463,73 

-  704  . 
469ip9 

479-,  03 

417,66 

^75,33. 

i52 
573,.45  . 

549, 72" 
'  -73 
5.7-4,93 

309  ,.76 

38  ' 
,32'7,31 

4 25, 2 3  ' 

2931 
41-8,75- 
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■  OTHER 


3  ■ 


CCUUHN  TOTAL 


-  FAMILY  IN^rOHE 

UNDER  7,500  - 

$  7,500-  ■  $10,500 


1    r       .  2  ■ 
 r— 

.  «95j96   I  '689,36- 
•406'    \  ""323 
418,56'  r  375,37, 

-  728,06  I     '533, 34. 

V  ,   '  119'    I  ■  5.2 
456^,34  I  .419,93 

^  •  f        '      '  • 

•    8,31,87.  I  .  -1093';  52 
184     I      '  pl^ 
454,79   I  652>,6i* 

1?84,99   I   .  62.6,82 

•  I   '     '     3  . 
1  385,  e>9   I  348,32 

1141,-'^8  I  1393,68 
sa,    I  67 
,     376,56  ■{       489, .99 

— -'—^i  «— 

1051,-47  I  l^ZZ.Zd 

.      37     I  6 
■  424,55^  r  3,00 


1062v5l   t  9$4,78 

<v        12'  I  22 

;  305,92'l  498^64 

804,93  .  903,94 

.      853  744 

.  4-924  11-  570,51 


$10,500  -  OVER 
$15,000  .$15,000 


953 . 13 
•  288  * 
455.97 


'  815  .■00 
37: 
555,57 

1131.54 

297 
599,17 


14^8,26 
•  13 
152,43 

 -  — 

110^,52- 
^  167 
774,56 


■710.86 

12 
452.48 


1477,94 
■    69  - 
652.24" 


1090;29 
J79.77 


1600.00 

1  • 
0.27 


1098,7* 
99 
590',  95 


1071.32 
.  72^ 
566.31 


204 


1446,83 
21 
492,13- 


1331,36 
.•  26 
465,^ 


1038; 66 
443,10 


'1239,11 
262".  41- 


1155.51 

-,,343 
664, 01^ 


■  ROW 
TOTAL 


7.96,24 
458,32 

726i30 

■  -  221 

.  497,64 

1055,69 
919 
635,^7 

1281,85 
49 
916,77 

1327,76- 
242 
523i58 

1099,10  , 

71 
409,25 

■  11380,89 

44 
418,13 

950,04 

26*3 
573,40 
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MEAN  I 
CWNT 

STO  oev 


tNST  TYPE 
Pg.BLic  2-YEAR 

prw^tS-  4^year- 

*^ 

PRIVATE  2- YEAR 


3 


5* 


PROFIlr-MAKIMG. 


^yOCAHONAL 


7  * 


■OTH 


$  7,S0«-.  ,  ■  $10^500  ^$15, 


jljll^f^^ooo 


i  I 

689,87  I  7i8,-08 

"  .Hi     I  •  46 

6^1,23  \  ^39,^7 

^  631, 7S  r      653,33  ■ 
■  -    89     I  59 
475, '-^2;6^ 

110,3,9,8'  I  '?t?62ai9. 

-36    'I^       ^9-  • 

J0l3»26"l  7174$ 

.577,00'.J  767,22 

9     I  6 

^437,08  1  778,18 

i251,24  I  §12,50' 

.     20     I  /  6 

5l9,3l'I  639,58 

1073,81  I  296}.y3 

ll   •  t  ■     .     6  • 

873,91  \  20^^-36 

0,00  r  ""5150,^0 


0  I 

?.l?0  .1 


(?CLUHN  TQTA4 


787,06 

28-5 
•676,32 


I' 


ROW 
TOTAL  * 


•  • .  4-1. 
I— I 
1139^4.-1   .  658189-1' 
.  •  34  ^  I 
73^;5fr>v   492.?3  I. 

569.02-1     12^;42  I  /657,98 
3i    I      -'^   'I  /    i:?8  ^ 
.   4'17.-00  I     1212. ^Z'l  554»fl-' 


•814|93 

263j^' 
'6*49, 5^ 


700 


.,.,1^*—  } 

.89  I     19fS^  I  ll9i;,"'94 


I 

726,02 
*  143 

?48,6a'  'i 


22     I           23     I  .    10^  • 

527ri6  U  1092^13  I  •979,2^"  ^ 

V  -I  ^  ■ 

0.00  I      ^  0,00  I  65li3i  - 

0    1             0  ■•  I  .  15 

0,00  ij^     0.00  I  573, 9e  • 

 V-r*!  't  — T  I  *  ^, 

1300.00'  I     1000.. 00^  i'  1156,77  ' 

3'    I         •    1    "I  .  -31  ' 

'     ■  ^.16  I    .  '•.0,00  I  5?9.,71 

 —  -I 

5^0^00.1     1403,00  t/'  8a2;,68. 

-     -0.0B  ^  '      0,00  y  79.7,78  . 

0.00  I  *  i?80,-00  1167 » 49--  - 

r  0    I-  ■-         1    J  ■ .  2  • 

'  •0.^0  I  .       ti27  I  .  97,9,04 

914-.8^  -  1150,36  842,31 

135  '  '     '  '  75  ■  637  . 

67'2>94    ,    1023.02  ^09,95 


LERIC 


^05 


Average  Totaf^A^  Received  by  1-972-g3  . 
Ehtering  FuTIKTjmei^PKeshman  Aid  Recipients 
'    by^AcRieveflieht/AfiH/Jity  Group  qnj  ^ 
.  Ins^tltutiorf  TypeN^nd  Control" 


V 


SAT  ^COkE  ^ 


800  -  -■ 
950'  . 


•PUBLIC  4-YEAR 
PUBLk  2-YEAfl 
PRIVATE  4-YEAR 


.1  UNDER^^ 
-  COUNT  r  800 
STD  OEV  -r  ' 

i        I  •     1079-  i  ,  7U 

•  I  '    722 »lt  I.-  656,^5 

2  I      625737  i  H2,n-r 

I  ,   1147.  r  ai3 

3  I     1546,35  ;  180^, 8«0 
.!         "553  I  /  343 
I      964, {  1107,25 


950  - 
1,100 


OVER  i 
1,100 


538,60 
•  779 
813.9^ 


I  Z 

•IhST  TYPE 

95B,28  I 

'  859  I 
884.45vi 



637.16^  I   -  318,41 
'    214     r'  .68 
658,1 45  r    55S;4l\^_'  66^:89,  1  "  237,98 

1767.60  I  .18044  83 
463     I     -  ,631 
1129,«7'.  1     1209  ,'48 

 T-i— ^'  

\  978,38  y    1084,91  j     1165.27^  1  970,99 

•    I        /   82     r        ■    62    .1   •    ifrll   -'jl.     -     12  , 

I      786^15  I-    968,04  I   •1170.36  -I  792;38 

I-y  ^  

5     I     1160,21  I     140,4,67  I  /1675.57  I  1666,67 
I         '355    4'  '58     1/  20    'I    '  '  40 

I     .725,84  I      954,,23  f      922.75  I  1099,-46 

 --'I-  .-VI  .---^t  

6:  I       921,62  I  •   834,18/1       385, 7^  L  1411,80 
I        .196     I,.        27/  I  18     f  6; 

t^l      '73'6,53  I      510,44  I  ^  '254.32  I  888,.21 

I  —I—,  

7    'I    '  867,43  I     t«49,X5  I      707.93  I  1304,28, 
I  49   -I  38     r    .    ^  12.-  I.   :  14 

I  ..  908,45         "ft5v6,45  I      525.13  I  975,85 

-  .  -  .    ,^^—;-4.-,i':)-i-—  — — 

?CLUMN  TOTAL  ■         961,70    .    1098,74"       1150.45  1287,77 

3462  1553  ■     ;  -\lil598    .  -  '4550 


PJIIVATE  2-\^R 

« 

PfCoFIT-MAKIHG 

^vocati^nal' 

bTHER  r 


813.41 


887,92 


1091*42 


ROW 
TJOTAL 


955,71*. 
_  342:9 
774,34 

1742-v. 
■  63y,7t 

■1725,18 
■_1989, 
1114,11  • 

1031,51 
,17a 
884,54 

1254,50 
473 

818,62.''^ 

885',  92 
248 

•  7^0,69. 

966ia7' 
112 
^  814,14 

1086, '65  - 
8163  - 
936i50 


206 


K. 


.  ;  TABLE  8-7     '  < ' " 

Average  Grant  or  Scholarship  Aid  * 
Received iby' 1972-73  Entering  FuU^Tfrne  ' 
»  ,    '  Freshman  Gra^t  yReclpients  ^. 
by  Achleviyient/Abi  Hty.  G'roup  and*.  .  , 
Institution  Type  *and  *Contro]» 


MEAN  ,1 
,    CQUNT  I 
S,TO  OEV  I 


UNDER  . 
.800  . 


I 


thST  TYPE 

''/ubl-h:  wear 


OTHER 


1  I 
I 

r. 

a, I 

I 

3  ■  I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

«I 

5  I 
I 

r 

I- 
I 

it 

7  I 
I 
I 

»!• 

CCUUKN  TOTAL' 


pSl-ic  ^-year  . 


^  PRIVAT^  A-YEAR 


PRIVATE  2-YEAft 


PROFIT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


-•4 


r 


800  - 

950  '■ 


-  950  - 
>,100 


OVER  H, ' 

: 1,100 


11 

•  2  I 

'I  _  ] 

663,05'  I 

"  4  —  « 

.  •  524,25  I 

6S3,-96  •  I 
51-6, 79-  I 

'    656-1.76  1 
576  I 

a92.u  I 

701,35.  1 
SB'S  ] 

739^,82  ] 

^  444, -117  I 
500  I 
.434,61  I 

•  448,30  ; 

•     ,  123  '^I 
•    438,72  I 

372t^3  I 

-sarin- 

\ 316, 15  1 

:     ■  50  J 
206i24  : 

i094,7l  I 
366.  I 
^822, ?2  "I 

il83,86  l' 
.   .268  I 
1103,22  I 

.  -.368  I 
913.58  I 

1368,17  1 
497  ; 
982,96^" 

567,86  I 
48  I 
395,^2  I 

567,08  I 

44  r, 

277,88"  I 

•  586.40  I 
^    .      13  I 
525. 7«  1 

;i0^' 

i4l,25 

«  ■ 

47-6-, 96,  I 
73  I 
_.-395^63.  I 

722,84  t 

•      24  I 
526,01  I 

326.24=  I 
11  1 
..    193.39  I 

14l!0.,20 
X.  633, .55 

^'&4^,39  1 
.     ^      55  I 
'  629,73  I 

384,26  I 

10  I 
155,57'  I 

326.97'  1 

7.  I 
'  313.53  I 

430,00 
4  • 
0r«5. 

*   ^67,53  I 
'     15  I 
733,11  I 

'  679,05 
1677 
624,48 

'     702,11  I 
2?  I 
388,2*  I 

777,27 

-921 
.  769,05" 

4 

687;-«l  I- 
.   6  J- 
229,65^  .1 

768.07 

1111 
877.36 

1103,87 

-4:3 

1-132 150 

982.39 
117-6  • 
9*0,56 

669,81  . 

2215  ^  ' 
693,41  . 

•  • 

'  A25,48 
.  ,801  > 
435,29 

1205-,  71 
-    1499*  / 
9.59,21 

605 177  4 
V  115 
•,411,, 18 

6.32.53  • 
•123  ' 
554,79  • 

512,54.' 

../5  5 1,80  ,t 

.808,06 
.  -  -57     .  ■ 
704,73 

790,83 
-4885  • 
795,^56 


ERIC. 
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TABLE  B-8 
♦ 


Average^garnlngs  Recefved  by  197^''73 
Eater I nq  Full^Tlnfe'  Freshroap  Job  Holdfers 
--/  by  Acbievfanent//bf  llty  (Sroup  afo7 
Mnst4t4Jj:ion  Typfe  and  Control  ' 

•     — — ^y:^^:  — 


^t- score:' 


950  - 
1,100 


INST  T{9E\:" 
PUBLIC  4-YEA*R 


PUBLIC  2- j?€AR 

private  v^ear 
'  Private  2-year 
fit-haking 

t 

VOCATIONAL 

y/     \  " 

.OTHER  : 


410145  . 

282 
354^124 


314^48 

114 
321,67 


518^55 

.187' 
529.93. 


Sfo  6EV  I     80^.       y  - 



I,  I      421,.35  \  451,7V 

-I     .  ',454    I.  ^235- 

•  X.  ^.-^^^36, 76  V  ■■  350,14,, 

2'"4c   39^,4Y^l  354.22 
•  I  670     I     '  162 

f      444r-40-  I-  508,07 

5    l      558,90  I  363,48- 
I  238     I       .  159 

I'     557,55  I.  311, '94 

4  T      464; 65  I  289,28 
^  .  'I  27     I  12 
•    ''I       445,20  r  154,91 

— — 

5  1      5:68,77  ,1  577.67 

•  I  114     I      '  30' 
I   \ 531, 59  I.   •  655-,  96 

6.    r    ;  616.35.  I  .  604,14 
^  I.  74     t         •  .9 

i^;     580,88-1  562,95 

7     I       286,0.ri    •  4.10,62 
■^4  26    .1  '  4  . 

I:      376 rB7  I  136,36 

"     449,85   '       407, d5«  ''  430.49 


OVER 
^,100 


400.00 
-  5 
0.05 


_107&.26^ 
10 

•  810.13 


^12 
175.22' 


246.15 

185".  8^ 


'4 


376,96 

276 
289,38 


165,55 

:  21 
i'31,90 


381,83 

223 
.459,89 


140,70 
•  -4 
55,87 


464.,  67 
^  18 
419,53 

414,00 
3  • 
;  15,05 

'283,97- 

:•  7  - 

250 t32 


COUUM^'  TOTAL 


1603 
455,13 


.  n0 
355,75 


'428.62 


370",  73. 

552 
368i7l 


RQV 
TOTAL- 


. 414,80 
'  1246 
334,12 

375,35 
9^7 

408V''2fi 

.  / 
462/17 
807  ' 
490,70 

386,14 

?$8,.34 

.  587^73- 

57-1,16 

564,76 
^7 

/1.5  47,55- 

'290,73 
i6 
'  310,71 

•425,83. 

33?2 
•  421,20 


\ 

i 


^03 


TABLE  B-9 


/  /AVj|j?age  Loan  Recelvej^yjjglgjll^  '^^^  . 
Eivtfe^^cf  Full -Time  Freshman 
;     ^  ;  •    /r^:^-  by  AchleVement/AbO  ity>&r6^  a?^ 


SAT^SCORE, 


MEAN 
COUNT 
8T0  OEV 


ih^l  TYPE  •  — 
PUBLIC*4^YEAR' 

•  ♦ 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


'4g 


f»  privAteVyear 


\  4 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR 


PROFIT-HAKING 


VOCATIOfML 

.    ■  ■    c  ' 


other" 


.UNDER  ♦ 
•    800  - 




'800  - 
950 


466, ?2 

635,44 

•  "17?- 
.  ..'458,^6 


.971, d4 

279 
446,^5 


1318,53 

.  *  34  ' 
590,72 


1293,02 
214 
458,65' 


1104,58 
66 
391,82- 


1^28,01 
16 

■  339,51 


.•821,6&" 

aS3 
.  465,12 


987,84 

63 
384»5'9 


1046,70 
.  220 
583,56 


•  -1935,88 
'19 
1098^86, 


.    14^-5, 52 

'  -^'32 
557,33 


?33,22 

1-3 
420,33 


?18,80 
'  23 

410,40^ 


CCLUHN  TOTAL     v  .921,17 

12.43 


/. 


50^,59 


980,5,9 

6.52 
568,95 


'730.30  I 


••'  950  -  OVER  . 
1,100  1,100 

•  ^  !•'■  ' 
— J— — 

^825.92  I  763,24' 

304-    I  221 
.457.38  I  422,39 
 ,1— 

■  984. -51  I  250,00 
^36     I  .  4 

663.85  I  .  0,03 

1115; 10  I  1035,81 
251     I     •  320 
585.35  I  808^63 
•|.,--  

^0,00- 
4     I     /  2- 
216.53  .1   /■  .0,00 

173"6."58>t^l850,i5 
'^9     1  I9v 
1119,02  I  767,07 
 1  ,  

^  900'. 00 "I  -  16-50,00 

•  1     I        -  4 

0.21-1  d«21 


960.00' I"  16-00,00 

-  0.30  I    •  0.27^ 


#68,19  -956,87 
608  572, 
56r.32  711.34 


ROW 
TOTAL 


797,37 

"1263 

456*42 

752|08 
■282 
■  502,34 

1039,^81 
1070 
632 r05 

1284,62 

5.9 
. 880,41 

1359,50 
.275 
544, .26 

1108,22 
-  84 
403.,'03 

1096,84- 
45. 
412  f5l 

.  949,71 
3075 
5^3,84 


ERiC  . 


-_-    -  *  • 


TABLE  B-10 


Averagei^nef t ts  Received. by  1972^73 
Entering  full-Time  Freshman 'B^ef  I  claries 
by  Achievement/Abi  11  ty  Group  and 
Institution  Type  an&  Qontrcl 


HEAN 
COUNT- 
STO  OEV, 


•INST  TYPE 


PUBLIC  jf-YEAR 


PliBLlC  2- YEAR. 


fRIVATE  WEAR 


PRIVATE  2- YEAR 


PROFIT-MAKIHG 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER  • 


COLUMN  TOTAL 


UNDER 
800 


754,73 


716,59 

il-78,45, 

43 
•737,49 

795,54  . 

,  7 
64«,73 


1155,98 
31 

-  605,95; 

$54, 58" 
-  33  c 
^35,42 

198B,00 


SAT  SCORE 


800'  -  ' 
950 

'-    2  " 


950  - 
1,100 


75,7,30 
*  81 
558,23 


459,72 
40 

225,98. 

r— s- — 

■  -1* 
292,19 

-4'15,66 
'  8, 
282,39 


I3i;i7 

.  2 
1135,00 


500,00 
0,08 


500,00 
1- 
?,t2 


832,92  '\      67-5 ."s^ 
390  151 
^.    761,90  480,89 


OVER 
1,160 

I  p.  *  4 
J  


1033.62 
•  .73 
617.57 


630,99 
26 

'  370.11 

1298.  9J8 

24 
1281.^9 

. 1115.00 

0.14 


I 

-I 
V. 
•l- 


1046,05 
.  44 

653  ai 


I  389,00- 

I  .  3 

I  1095,93 

•I  38 

4  1062.68 

*l  0,00 
I         -  0 
•I  0,00 


1320.00 
3  ' 
.  0.00 


-J' 
I 
I 
I 


^,00 
0 

0,00 


250  r«0 

2 

■  0.00 


0.00 
'  0 
■  0.00 

998.04 

131 
763.67 


rl-  

I       >  0,00 

I  .  0 

I  0,00 

-1  — 


0,02 
0 

*  0,00 

1042,39 
86 
855,21 


TOTAL 


853t2^ 

3i5 
663,93 

1 

656,24 

•  2H  - 
•6?5t94 

1146,54 
*  '121 
934,76* 

67"^',  07 
17- 
50S,84 

1149,00 
.  36 
603,33 

886,20 

37 
806,13 

lt67,49 
2 

979,04 

853,96, 
■  757- 
735,27 


V 


ERIC 


TABLE  B-n 

Average  ^tal  Aid  Received  by  1972-73 
Entering  Full-Time  Freshman  Aid  Recipients 
by  Rdcial/Ethntc  Group  and 
Institution  Type  and  Control 


eiAL/ETHNIC  GROUP 


MEAN 

'  J  COUNT 
^    '  STD  OEV 

INST  TYPE  *   

'     PUBLIC  k-fEAR     •  ^  * 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


PRIVATE  If-YEAR 


PRIVATE  '2-YEA'R 


PROFIT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


'    'other  . 

CCLUKN  tOt*i; 


WHITE 


.BUCK 
11  .2 

^    284$     I   .  334 
78i,64  I  740,15 


HfSPAHIC 


OTHER 


596,95  I  ,76^,77 

1434     I  110 

6e8,43  I  551.58 

■  I- 


i652»2S  ,1-  2^48,44 

1706     I  150 

1047,07  I  1*290,93 

■I- 


997^72  V  l972,22 

164     I  ,  .3 

879,54  I  331,28 

■I-  '  ' 


1248,66  I  1310,12 
'388  \  \  A  61 
860,45  \I  658,44 


•V 


870,25  IX  ,  1064,08 

221  *  18 

7^8,61^  I  ■■  §78,56 


J- 


.'911,43  I  1697,40 
92     I  6 
743.69  I  1349,26 


3    I  -     ^    .4  . 

•  I 

1135.34  I    1042; 38 
101    I  114 
571. 18  I  725,16 
 ^,--1,  


680.44  I 
•  98  I 
571.86  I 

•I- 


615.43: 

82 
903,66 


2517.90  I 

21  I 
1103.27  I 
I' 

1^*0.00  I 

1.  I 
.    0.00  I 

!• 


2228,46  . 
^  39 
1523.04 


1601,95 

'  2 
11.4^  1 97 


154^1.17".  I 
16  I 

75'.  30  I 

 1. 


1218,21 
1-4 
698.77 


1438.39 
5 

ni0»23  \ 

■  -r— I- 


1052,49 
6855 
914^89 


1378,94  • 

684" 
-  996,02 


1108-.24 

•  '242 
822.88 


1271.98 

-314 
1225,33 


TOTAL . 


957,23 

3394 
775,74-*^ 

6iy,l2  ' 
1725 
'  637,49 

1733,52 

1967 
1112 1 55 

1028,96 
170 
88.4 1 39 

a265,41 
479 
82-4,83 

885,19 
.  .250  - 
7^9,42 

974,97 

109  • 
817,38 

1090,24 
■      8095  " 
938,23 


ERIC 


TABLE  B-12 


Average  Grantor  Scholarship  Aid  Received  by  1372-73 
*  Entering,  FuH -Time ^Freshman  Grant  Recipients 


fay  RacIal/EtRhIc  Group  and 
Institution  Type  and  Control 


J 


f 


RACIAL/ETHNIC,  GROUP- 


HE4N  I. 
COUNT  ]  WHITE 

STD  dev  \ 


BLACK 


I-KST  TYPE       — . 
PUBLJC  ij-YEAR 

PUBLIC. 2- YEAR 

PRIVATE  it-YEAR 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 

c 

PROFIT-MAKING 
VOCATIONAL 


other: 


CCUUKN  TOTAL 


637,86  825,89 

1820  222 

712,99  J.  574,79' 

413,48  I  ^  533,61 

666     I  ,  50 

392, 75y  375,85 


I 

ill?, 17  I 

126.4  I 
848,62-  I 

I- 


1^21, 82 

,  122 
1.219,59^ 


4  \    ^3-4,58  'I     .  628,79 
»^     ^    103     I  3 
3iS7,2l  I  451,74 


641,86  I 

112  I 

566,01  I. 

;  


823,92 
5 

422, 0^ 


383,11  I  2008tM 
65    ,1  2 


378,35  I 


0..00 


I-'^-  

783,15  I  1359,94 
^521       ■  4 
-     661,31  I  I2l2,77 


HISPANIC 
3 


OTHER 


N.77 
673,^ 


821. 8»  I 

-70  I 

487.49  I 

-  I- 

506,42  i  ■  413,05 

55  •  I  -36 

538,69  I  398,31 


 1  — ' 

*i977.85  I  1655,64 

.      : 20     I  '  76 
1083.53  I-  -1527,04 
I- 


300.00  ;  16-01,95 
i     I-  '2 
0.08  I  1142,97 


 '—I; 

a.  00.  I 

0  I 
0.00  I 

!■ 


.327, 7J^ 
271,18 


0.00  r  1075.16 


'  0  I 
0','00  I 


9 

776,88 


744,52 

4083 
749,99 


1092, -50 
,  407 
942,09 


 1. 

564.94  I  0,00 

•.'51  0. 

342.66  i  0,00 


ROH' 
TOTAL 


851.49 

1-52 
767.61 


1101,82 
207. 
1143,83 


672t98 
'21^0 

69^,84..'  j 

427,23 
*     807  ^ 
404^,44 

t2l9t49  - 

1483 
^961,28' 

5.78,41 

J.10 
392,23 

632i58 
123 
'554,79 

■512-,54-  V 

^1,8.0  , 

•800129  •  " 
'  60 
685,79 

792,3,4 

4848 
797»24 


ERIC 


J. 


212 


•I. 


#-  * 


TABLE  B-13- 


9 


Average  Earnings  Received  -by  Wl^ll 
^Enter Inq  . Full -Time  Ffeshman  Job  Holders 
'  by  Racial/Ethntc  'Groups  and  \ 
Institution  Type  and-Control 


7 


—4  

RACIAL/€THNIC  GROUg- 

• 

...  MEAN  1 
,    'COUNT  1 

,  ••    STO  oev  1 

WHITE 

BLACK 
\               2  I 

HISPANIC  - 

3 

.    .  OTHER' 
t  i. 

'  'public„Vyear 

a 

430|79 
v"  992 

I  .     501.43  1 
I          159  I 
I      295,58  I 

410.55 

3i 

.283.40 

I      452  r0  8 
I~  57 

c      PUBLIC"  ;2- YEAR 

9  ] 

0  1 

368, 7i5 
770 

ill  1  "30 

\  48-7,^9-1 
•I       .     69  I 
r       491,99  I 

280  ^45 
60  ' 
215.81 

I       440,'t3  , 
I            ^5  < 

i               /  f  /  V 

PRIVATE  4- YEAR 

c  ] 

,3  ] 

■^i  ] 

4^6,35 
*  727 
:  -442,22 

I    .  543,62  I 
I            60  I 
I      473,08  I 

600r00 

2 

•  0i00 

I  1397,04- 
r  14 
I  14^8,40 

f  < 

PRIVATE  2- YEAR 

• 

•  j 

4  1 

-    -  * 

•    39.7,  ^^2 
42 
_3.53,tl 

.1       500,00  I 
\     '        2  1 

.1  "  .  2,08  r 

0^00 
■0 
"0,00 

1  .0.00 
I  0 
I  '  0*00 

PROFIT-MAKING 

615,32 

148 
587,59 

I       <73,35  I 
I           .19  t- 
I       !60,29  I 

&,00 
0 

0/00 

r  150,05 

I  6* 
I  54,95 

VOCATIONAL 

.623,15 
89. 
555,54 

L     171,61  I 
I              6  I 
I      180, 7-9  -I 

'  0.00 
0. 

"  -  0,00 

I  100,00 

1  :■  2 
I  ■  0,01 

.OTHER- 

•  '  •] 

7  -1 
?  » 1 

^295, 72 
40- 

.327,57 

I      1504  00  I 
1  0^1 

«\00 
0 

0.00 

I  500,00 
I  1 
I  0,15 

5OUUKN  T<3TAt 


417  ,-37 

2806 
414,89 


♦96,83 

316 
391,91', 


332;80 
.  94v 
2^8.22 


519,3^ 

144 
637,61 


ROW 
'TOTAL 


416,38 
-  1239 
.  334,20 

'376,50  ; 

964 
-.409,75 

\  461,22 

'  803  ^• 
'  4-91,63' 

♦  » 

401 #62 
<2 

.  376 t 86 


583:,  98  , 
173  , 
571,13 

564 1 7S" 

97 
•547,55 

2?7,17- 
42 

.320f81  . 

426.,  87' 

3361 
422, 3J3 


.er|c  ■ 


.213 


t  - 


TABLE  B-U        _  • 

,    *^  Average  Loan  Received  by  1972^73  ^ 
Entertng  Fiin-TIme<;^feshman  Loan -Recipients 


'by  Rac 


Insti- 


inic  Group  and 


(on 


)e  and  Control 


RACIAL/ETHMIC  GROUP 


i  - 


/  I- 


MEAN  I 


IMT  TYPE  " 


>UBLIC  4- YEAR 


\ 


;7 


UBUC2rYEAR 


-PRIVATE  4- YEAR 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR* 


-f&OFIT-HAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


9CLUHN.T0TAU 


WHITf.^ 

I  1 

BLACK 

V''  \ 

HISPAMI.C 

■  3  i 

OTHER 

ROW 
JQTAL 

-  822,47 
978 

^4ls2,0a 

\  \  687,47.  I 

I   -   '  189  I 

\    n"^.i3  I 

745.88  I 
54  I 
366.59  I 

7^9,50  I 
24  I 
47.4,48  I 

797,^5/ 

t245 
454,31 

'     777,77  1 
224 
. 524,29 

\      591,57  r 

r  '  ■  23  I 

[      370,04  I 

573,69 r I 
13-  I 
400.93  I 

781,94  I 

9  I 
425,15  I 

752,49 

50-$, 92  •  ,. 

J 

1070,68 
.902 
645,64 

t      861,67  I 

t.       .    90.  I 
[  ,  440,52  I 

"75.2.12  I 

*  1-4  I 
542.03^ 

949,13  r 
56  I 
698,31  I 

'J.042^31  • 
1042 
633,52 

1275,^28 
^898,46 

I     1500,00  »I 
1       ■       2  I 
\          0,23  I 

1500.00  I 
-  i  I 
0.33  I 

0,00  I 
0  I 
0,00  I 

1284,62 
39 
880,41 

l396rJ8 
202 
564,57' 

I     1254,^1  I 
I            48  I 
I       547,55  I 

1541.17  I 
16  1 
575.30  I 

1281  r-06^  I 
11  I 
509,89  I 

1372,19 
277 
56Z,46' 

'  1087,22- 
[         •  74 
t  '399,08 

I    -1261,97  I 
t            11  I 
I      389,28  I 

0.00  I 
0  I 
0.00  I 

0,00  I 
0  I 
-  ...0.?a  I 

1109,68  ' 
55 

399,92  , 

\  994^26 

t         ■  '33 
[   ■'.  444,62 

I   .1427.98  .1 
I              4  I 
I   -     96,00  I 

1400;.^00  .1 
'   3  .1 
"  0.18. I 

■0',00  I 
-   0  I 
0.00  I 

1065,83 

♦0  . 
4-33,54 

976,69 

*2470 

58847 

-  825,08 

367 
r   484,74  ■ 

'    876.65  , 

13.1 
533,52 

948,11 

100  ■ 
597.84  . 

\ 953,14 
3037 
577,29 

t  » 


TABLE  B- 15 


^     Average  Benef  i  ts^cetved,  by  1972-73 
jC-:€nterIaq  FuR-Tjme.  preshman  Benef  iciarfes 
^  '  by  Rac4al/EtJhnfc.  Group  aad 

litstltution  Type  and  Control^  , 


Htiif  I 
coy NT  i 

-STO  OEV  I 

I 


PUBLIC  ij-YEAR 
PUBLIC  2- YEAR  .  ^ 
PRfVATE.-^^YEAR 

PRIVATE  Z-YEAR  * 

>' 

*  ♦ 

5 

PROFIT-MAKING 

VOCATIONAL   '  J.- 
.  7 

OTHER 


I  I 

I 

•  I 


r 

.  I 
I 

I 


I 
I 

■  I 
I 
J 

ir 
'I 

.1 
I 


t 

4 

uRuUr 

WHITE 

•  ♦ 

■  fel^CK 
l'      ^    2  I 

HIS,PANIC    *  . 
•3  I 

OTHER 
-  4- 

937,65 
274  . 
^708,04 

\       •430",  44  "I 
\      "    25  *  I 
I       328,78  I 

•    494.62  I 
8  I 
196.30'  I 

464,09 
8 

286,20 

.  649;99 
•    ■     189  / 
■  ^655,50 

I    •  640,47  I 
J            17  I 
If  o  507,23  I 

940,83  I 
•     16-  I 
533.52  I 

^  85.00 

1 

0,02 

1268,82 
101 
,  972,20 

I       599,80  I 
I            12  I 
I       382,76  I 

500,^0'  I  ^ 

■      3  "  I 

0.0a^i,  • 

6a2,00 
1 

0,00 

859,94 

.  zi 

^641,77 

I  ,    700,00  I 

f          -  2  I 
U        0,11  I 

•  0.00  I 
0  I 
0i00  I 

'  / 

0,00 

15:^8,76 

32 
_590r66 

I     I364j97.  I 
1      763 ,'34  I 

'      0.00  I  . 
0  I 
0(00  I 

'  400.00 
1 

^,06 

870,24 
38 
^805,85 

I      '    3,00  I 

I-            0  1 
I        •<  0,00  I 

'  0.00  I 
0  I 

'    0,00  r- 

0,00 
0 

•  0,00 

1167,49 

2.,. 
979, "04 

900,41 

657 
766,03 

I,         ^,00  .1 
I             .0  1 
I    .     0,00  I 
|-^^/»— -i— .  J 

*6l5,09 
^00,29 

c  * 

-  '-0.00  I 
fl  I 
0,00  I 

761.96 

26  »  . 
474.88 

.0^00 
0 

0.00 

440,37 

12 
263.88 

■1" 


TOTAL 


847,62-  . 
.    315  , 
•  686,00 

667,16 
222 

6g.63^,. 

940 ;^5  *\ 


C 


848,52 

.  ?3 
618^78 

1192,64 
39. 

'-619,61 

'870,24 

38  . 
8«5,85 

ll^t,49 

,  2. 
979,04 

t 

865,30 

'■  756-  - 
■  ?39,^2  • 


ft** 


215 


TABLE  B-16  ' 

Average  Total  Aid  Received  by  ^972-73 
•   Entering  Full-Time  Freshman  Aid  Recipients 
by  Median  F^Ily  Income  at- Postsecond^^ry  institution 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control  ^ 


MEDIAN  FAMILY  INCOME 


 4  


COU.S-T 

STo  oev 


INST  TYPE   

PUBLIC  4-YEAR 

«  * 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR  J 
3 

■-PRIVATE  if-YEAR 

■  "' 

4 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 
PROFIT-MAKING  , 

« 

*  • 

V 

6 

VOCATIONAL 

•OTHER  .     "      •  - 
CCLUHN  TOTAt" 


UNDER 
$  7,500 

$  7,500 
$10,500 

$10,500  - 
$15,000- 

1  I 

2  I 

3  I 

945,44  I 
51 5  I 
668,89  J 

885 ,"99  I  .  1034.91  I 
'1^35.    K        811  ■  I 
683, 3S  r*  '$85.28  .1 

■63-2,11  -} 
'559*  I 
544,  K9.  .1 

■  662,63, I 
-    *•  893  *! 

739,33  r 

471.92  I 
5^  I 
$15.10  I 

1443,45  I 
193  '  I 
964,73  I 

l687,52  I 

671  "I 
9.72.55  I 

189?. 95  I 
,949'  1 
1209,69  J 

,.    825,28  I 
•21  'I 
'  .592, |6  I 

1243,35  I 
■  103  { 
9l4,83 .1. 

1361.86,  I 
.,31:>I 
926.36-  I 

l4Z6,4x  I 
^6,11-  I 

93  I 
•     V32,;26  I 

1494,31  I 
^  6  I 
'39.68  I 

^61. Si  a  I 
53  j 
546,60  I 

237,82  I 
'      -  13  -  I 
122,59  I 

2.2^  I 
3  I 
3,22  I 

■  217,13  'l 
• '  .  5  I 

26,82  I 

3,346,86  ^ 
^7  I 
1233,61  I 

2153.52" I 
3  I 
2361.51-1 

922,19 

14655 
726,27 

1012, 7ir^ 
■3244- 
867,44 

'1469,38 

1355  ■  ' 
1090.24 

ROW 
TOTAL 


94«-,4€ 

27  ai— 

682t4^' 

6'44..43 
•1506. 
666,.41 

1772-41 

1313 
1112.14. 

1073,26 
'  160  - 
•  391,30 

1451, ''25 
'218. 
755,53 


^0^ 


751. 

65 
542.39 

'u-23.47 

f 37  6, ,50 

1121.35- 
6557  • 
935.11 
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TABLE  B-17    ^  ' 

f^Av&rage  Grant  'or  Scholarship  Aid  Jlecel^ved  fay  1972-73 
Entering  Full-Titne  Freshman  Grant  Recipients  ; 
by  Median  Family'lncoroe  at  Postsecondary  institution 
and  institution  Type  and  Cori,trd1        ]  ' 


r 


MEDIAN  FAJHILy  IHCOME 


MEAN 
COtJsT 
STO  0>V- 


INST  TYPE  ' 


PUBLIC  Jj-YEAR 


PUBLIC  2- YEAR 


PRIVAh  if-YEAR 


PRIVATE  -2- YEAR 


PROFIT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


CCUUf*'^  TOTAL 


UNDER 
'$  7r500 


611, iJl 
.  517/^7 


-r 


373, es 

28_2 
376,22 


894,62 

143 
637,27. 


659,21  J 

^-  15*: 

■'339,  Z2 


698,63 

23 
.531,36 


.254,77 
•92,23 


$  7,50Q  - 
$10,500 
'  2 


I 


$10,500  - 
$15,000^^ 

3  I 
—  —  I 


6l2,l9  I 
'936  I 
533;93  i  ' 


7^2.25  I 
567  I 
531.93  I- 
 ---.-I 


^79,55  I 
'  ^15  I 
441,04  'I 
 .—'I. 


332".  54  1 

25  I 
328.15  \ 
 1 


1250.93  I 

793,69  I 

•  r^l- 

539,56  I 
67  I 
447,41-1 


.332,33  I 
33 

672.63" I 


1417.61  I 

■  '  746  I 

1080.31  I 

.-■  

713.76  I 

23  '  I 
352. ?5  I 

?  I 
 --I 


75,33  U 
2  . 1:-  , 
3,30  I 
.  


0.03  I 
0  1 
0.S0  I 
I 


573, J6i 

.  753 
539.,  E4 


487  ,.97  I 
•  6  I 
430,30- I 


1532,2^  I 
•  '  -3  I- 
1531.79  I 

:  I 


69.8,43 

1965 
621.72 


1092,11 
1359 
946,37 


ROW 
TOTAt, 


640,62 
.  1788 
.'516,32 

436,92'  * 
■  717 
416,43  ■ 

1^30  .-5a 
'  1398 
-970,20 

595,82' 
*  104 

421.08 

'   801.89  •  ' 
53 
635.35 

202.89'^ 
8  • 

807 »37  - 

.942,33 

#«7,50^ 

4077    ;  i 
762,18" 


ft 

ERIC 


\,  ,  TABLE  B-18 

*  Average' Earnings  Received  by  1972-73 

Entering  Full -Tf  me*  freshman  , Job  HoWer$  ' 
by  Hedlan  Family  lna)me  at  Past  secondary  Inst^itutton 
and  Inst  I  tut  Ton  Type  and  Control-  ^\  ^ 


meTn 

■  COU^T 
S.TO  OEV 


MEDIAN  FAMILY  INCOME 


IhST  TYPE   

'     PUBLIC  4-YEAR  * 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


PRIVATE  It-YEAR 


^       PRIVATE  ^-YEAR 


I  PKDF IT-MAKING 


VOCATIO?»\L 


OTHER 


CCCUHN  TOTAL 

c 


UNDER ^ 
$  7,500 


$  7,500  - 
$10,500 


$li),500 
$l5,D0O 


ROW 
TOTAL 


I    _  1 

^    •  .       ?  I 

•       ^'3  I 

•I    ■  4^6,77. 
I      .  '  222  ' 

I          521  I 
I      364, 3S  I 

C  /  C  i: 

'241.33  i 

-  417.11 

4313' 

322.14 

r     422, ^46 
I  296 
I  326,97 

I       39i;33  I 
I           496  I 
I    '  482,57-'Y 

254.75"I 
-    37  I 
224.20  I 

,  .389^29' 
829 
•  413,-^ 

I  ^532.14 
I  '  '99 
I  542,81 

I   •   427',  50  1 
I  .        293  I 
I       127,15  I 

424  ..79  I 
327  I 
482.18. I 

'440,65 

.  719 
463.18 

I        •  1 
I .  2,34 

I       345, g7  I 
I          -23  I 
[       166, ?6  I 

434.25  r 
17  I 
.  557. 23. I 

391,14 

45, 
-  368,1"?^ 

I  438,93 
I          .  28 
I  342,25 

[      "«'78-,73  I 
:       543.,  29  I 

292/99  I 

3  I 
,  182.49  I 

■|53.'88 

63 
-4*5,40 

I       7"51,'9'6  ' 
I  •           43  . 
I  524,62 

257,2-1  1 
[  .91 
\.  .146,8^*1 

.  2»2a  I 
-     0  I 
0.^0  ! 

663,93' 
'  '52 
498,43 

r       217,13  1 
I               5  J 
I  -    '  26,82 

[       353,62  I 
[  .  '41 
612,43  I 

0.Z2  I 
2  I 

■  I 

524.24 

,  . .  r  9  ' 
520,23 

472,44 

692 
369-,  78/ 


414,43 
■1334 
423,33 


3'89.02'' 

655 
389.36  ■ 


422n5'5 
.27^0  ■ 
403,35-' 


:  TABLE  B-19  ^  > 


Average  Loanr -^R^'geived  bV: J  972*73  ' 
Entering  Full^Time  Fr'eshman  Loan  Recipients 
by  Medial^  Family-  Income  at  Postsecondary  InsUtutfon 
and  Institution  Type  afrd^ Control 


c 


MEAN  r 


*COUNT 
STDr  QEV 


INST  TYPE  — 
'  PUBLIC^  {l-YEAR 

PUBLJC  2- YEAR 


•pRIVATE.'f-YEAR 


PRIVATE  2- YEAR 

'  »  •  5 
PROFIT-MAKING 

VOCATIONAL 

OTHER 

CCLUtlN  TOTAL 


UNDER 
%  7,500 


MEDIAN  FAMILY  INCOME 

$•7,^00  -  '$10,500 
$10/500  $15,000 


3,28,66 
529, b3 


^39,21 


782, 5il 

97 
472,94 

r       766,36  I 
I       *  163  I 
523,55  1 

T                         *  T 

.^^fP00 

1  2  • 
0.20 

I    .  770,42 
I      •  262 
I  503,13 

,  98 
_5v}7,a3 

I     1373,19  I 
I     ■  ^385  I 
I      5K,26  I 

1066,23 
523 
707,93 

I  -1043,42 
I  4011 
i      §39, 60 

1339,37 
5 

813,24 

I     1300,91  I 
I            41  I 

I    ^  990,80..  I 

^1241.27 

12 
553.47 

I  -1291,12 
I  58 
I  389,49 

1338,1,4 
91 
5.44,89 

I     1353,31  I 
I            69  I 
I       ^34,^2  »I 

■^356^95. 
6 

25^.69 

J  1343.85 
I  166 
I  511,04 

779,49 

12 
.459,15 

I  '    272,30  I 

1  "11 
r          3,07  I 

1.20, 

.3 
0.00. 

I    •  733.04 
I        -  13 
I.  453,78 

0-,00 
0 

Z,Z2 

\       533,02  I 
I  '11 
I           2,S0  I 

'1330.20 
-  1 
0.00 

I  '  940,44 
I  .2 
I  524^.^59 

I    .  ^ 

9.02,85  ' 

51-2 
556,^^ 

*  • 

'  ^21,69., 
1139 
540,83  _ 

^  ■  ' 

1000.35 

:  866 
'  r  645.47 

■r"'^  2567  ' 
532,9.4 

213 

• 

876.14 
'317  / 
515.^9 


RdW 
TOTAL 


7-91.36 
1055  * 
^62,76- 


TABLE  B-20 


* .   Average  Benefits  Received  by  1^72-73 
Enter  I  n^^uH -Time  Freshman  Beneficiaries^ 
by  Median  Tamil ^vLpoon^e  at  Postsecondary  Institution 
^-  and  Instltutioft  Type  and  <:ontro1  - 


7 


si 


.    HEAN  I 
COUHT 
STO  OEV 


UNDER 


c 

. MEDIAN  FAM-ILY  INCOME 

$  7,500  -      $10,500  - 


80W  ■ 
TOTAU 


•      1  I 

■■  2  I 

3  1 

,  -PUBLIC  4- YEAR 

i  * 

1  j 

937,23  I 
38  i 
9-13,47  I 

333,93  1 
138  I 
643,42  I 

796/43  i 

* 

81  -)  1 
•  655.35' I 

826.80 

.  23/ 
694,00 

~r        ■ /  .  ' 

.  .    '  PUBLIC  2^YEAR  ■ 

.  '  •  -  - 

2  r 

'•647,558  I 
•634,5^  I 

§47,37  I 
il3  I 
664,13  1- 

1220.94  I 

'6  ] 
749.66  ] 

'<^665-.95 
659,70 

PRIVATE  k-'ilP^k 

■f 

1212,21  I 
1&  I 
86-5.27  I 

.  ^196,64'.I 

50'  I 
ri52,34  I 

1062.48  I 

41  3 
773.61  I 

1146.75 

105 
'975,46 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 

4  r 

320,23  '1 
3  *  I 
•Sj^^  I 

11387,87  f 
13  I. 
635,76  I 

1115.30  I 
3  I 
0.14  3 

^  972.43 
19 
602,20 

\ 

% 

'.  PROFlt^MAKING- 

^  T 

1Z74,67  I 

'  ■•    \t  I. 
398,35  I 

1132, -95  I 
6  I 
217,26^  I  • 

0.00  1 

•    3  I 
0.30  I 

1395,73 
16- 

-  336^72 

VOCAtlONAL 

6  } 

3752,7.4  I 
f  \ 
346,86  1 

353, I 
^  I 
.  .3,30  Iv 

0.=^0  ] 
3  '1 
0..20  '] 

365,90 
'9 

-  '298103 

■  OTireR. 

7 ,..  I 

I 

2 ,  «^  I 

1^30,00  I 
-1,27  I 

0.00  1 
.    3  1 
■   0.00  ] 

:  1980,00 

:  -  '  .  1 
,1.27 

CquUHN  TOTAL 

796,14 

^  151 

745,93 

826.,15 
767, 7i 

'9^6".  96  • 

131 
731.94 

<•  ■ 

w  836,14 
6^5 
747,30 

^20- 


TABLE  B-^21 


c  » 


Average  TotaKAid  Received  by  1972-73  / 
Entering  Ful HTIme  Freshmdn  Aid  Recipients 
by  Median  Achievement/Ability  Score  at  Postsecdndary  Jnsti tutlon 
*  and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


HEDfAN  SAT  SCORE 


COUNT  I  "n;^; 


l«r  TYPE  — 
PUBlilC  If- YEAR 


PljBLIC  2-YEA{l 
^IVATE  4-YEAR 


•PRIVATE  2- YEAR 


PROFIT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


STO  OEV  I 

t 

•  


800 


800 
950 


950  - 
1,100  • 


OVER 
1,100 


2    ■!  *8^,98 
I  143- 
I  378,23 

3-    I  1495,00 
98 
.'15.14 

839,80, 
14  ' 
[-.  ■.82X,?4 


COLUMN  TOTAL 


I  1227,58 
r  '43? 
I  791,66 

,  J. 

I  912,30 
I  236  ■ 

I  719,73 

'l      .89  7  ,-12 

I  -.103  ^ 
t  706,94 

1029,38 
•    •  139^ 
770  ,.36 


901,87 

6i7 
641,83 


632,28 

1603 
655,48 


Ill7,35 
334' 
?47-,45 

1090,83 
.  149 
890,58 


1052,26 

■  18 
•403,12 


474,08 

1-6 
25^,00 


156-1,68 
4, 

1435,47 


899.10 

1960 
663.00 


439.50 

2t 
577.51 


1704.55- 

1^20 
•990.^2 


724*.  89 

13 
■727.54 


2014.28 

25 
1180.82 


3,00 
0' 
0.00- 


1511.39 
8 

13^22.48 


817 ; 00 

2743 
755,74 


1175.7.2 
304T 
885.47 


1211.41 

499 
1199,97 


0,00 
0 

0,00 


1986,21 
^  546 
1366,87 


0,00 

■  0. 
■0,00 


0,00 
0 

0.,00 


0.00 
0 

0,00 


'16^6, 2< 

1045 
134.6,15 


ROW 
TOTAL 


95-5 1 70 
'  3441' 
773t44 

n7i76 
1767 
638,06 

,  4723,15 
1999 
1112i79 

1044,02 
-  176 
877.58 

1^6l,84 
482 
823^44 

884,94 

252 
707,62 

963,22 

.115 
804 r 80 

i0B7,31' 

r\i  8233 
-^35, 0S 
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TABLE  B-22  - 


Average  Grant  or  Scholarship  Aid  Received  by  1972-73 
^  Entering  FuH-Tiate  Freshman  Grant  Recipients 
by  Median  Ach  16 vemegt/Abi  Uty  Score  at^Postaecondary  Instftutron 
^        ^  •    and*  Institution  Typfe  and  Control 


c  * 


COUHT 
SfDfOEV 


MEDIAN  SAT  SCORE 


INST  TYPE 

#' 

PUBLIC  4-^.EAR 


PUBLIC- 2-YEAB. 


PRIVATE-  lt-Y€AR.—- ' 

PRIVATE  ZrYEAR 

•  5 
PRdF  IT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL  • 


7  -. 


.4)THER 


50UUHN  TOTAl- 


UNDER 
800 


Boo  - 
950 


950  - 
1,100 


OVER 
1,100 


■ROW  ♦ 


J- 


1  I 

2  I 

3  I 

4     I  . 

586,28  I 
238  ,  I 

394^r50  I 

-§19,56  I 
.383  I 
167^85  I 

618.42  I 
1^5i  I 
515.89  'I 

^968,33  I 
352  I 
1281,49  I 

670,48 

2224 
692,61 

426,59'- 

815 
402,67 

329,74  I 
47  ..  I 
225,71  I 

■  437,97  I 
.   752  I 

■  n2;7i  I 

,180.41  ,1 

16  I 
123.76  I 

0,00  I 
0  I 
0,00  I 

1018,64  1 

6?  t 
8i3l,i8  I 

•     889,27  I 

2e8  I 

678,67  1 

.  1106739  I 

' ' 803  I 
793.86  I 

1557,87  I 
433  I 
1225,43  I 

1204,24- 
1509 
956,57 

\ 

662,45  I 
6  I 
372,76  ] 

638,27  I 
97  I 
I 

374.55  I 

.      .  "i3  \ 
333.60  I 

0,00  I 
0  1 
*    0,00  I 

610  v3  4 
/  116 
412 1 89 

592,28  I 
•   •    108  \ 
574,57  1 

1^84,67  I 
7  I 
137,27  1 

7»-.45  I 
8  I 
.    220.82  I 

0.00  \ 
0  I 
0',00  I 

632,53 
'  123 
554,79 

544,21  1 
70:  1 
•    ,564,61  1 

156,6?  1 
6  .  1 
.    98,30  1 

0.00  I 
■    -0  I 
'   0'.00  I 

0,00  I 
0  I 
0,00  'I 

512,54 

77 
551,30 

4 

'  829, Iff  1 
53  .1 
.'645,54  1 

300,00  ] 
3  1 
0,00  J 

•  1093.05  I 
'41 
1307^.73  I 

0,00  I 
*       0  I 
0,00  t 

800,29 

60 
63  5, '79 

.  627,51, 

583 
'  545,87 

564, '90 
1.456 
'  >99,09. 

802.2* 

2095 
630. 8'0 

1295,2*9 

•  789 
1283,84 

790,44' 
•  4923 
793,20 

222 


-    1  , 


•    TABLE  B'2t 

'  ■  Average  Earnings  Received  bLy.l^72t73 

.■Enteriag  FuTlrTiine  Freshinan  Job  Holders  .     -  j 
by  Hed ian Achievement/ Ab I lity  Score  at  PoBtsecondary  institution 
.anrd  Institution  Type  and  Control 


MEDIAN  SAT  SCORE 


MEAN 
COUNT 

STO  oev 


JhSl  TYPE  «— 
PUBLIC  4-YEAR 


PUBUC  2-YEAR 

V 

PRIVAYE  if-YEAR 
i 

PRIVATE  2- YEAR 


PROFHT-HAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


•6 


OTHER 

\ 


•7  I 


UNDER 
800 


800  - 
950 


950  - 

1,1J30 


OVER 
1,100 


433,98 
■  152 
^316,20 

367^53 

81 
324»82 


590,41 
395,01 


300,00 
3 

0,03 


571,41 

144 
569,98 


598,87 
'  87 


232,34 

41 
197,68 


gcruUHN  '     .  485,63- 

'    ■  566 
4-51,73 

'  y 


453,36 
-    "  199 
291,72. 

'382^23 
»  394 
422,25 


497,39 
461,35 


3.90,08 

-40 
390,11 


498,21 

12 
426,13 


262,76 

10 
42,74 


§53,62' 
4 

,*12,40 


1323 
409,68 


408.20 

718 
344.34- 


381,83^1 
177  > 


363*91 
8 

"305,71 


471.65 

417 
562.5-4 


■4j30.i^ 
'  5 

'  0.a0 


751.85 

17 
664.44 


.1 

•  I  

I  - 
I 

I  349,17  I 
-I— ^£  1 

I  0,^0  I 

I    '  r0  I 

I  0.00  I 

r  — -i— I 

I  356,04-  I. 
I  -173  I 
I  309,23  .1 
I 
I 
I 
I- 
I 


0,00 
0,00 


0.00 
0 

0,00 


'I- 
I 
I 

.1 

•1- 

I         '0 . 00.  I 
1/      '    J3  I 
I     '     0,00  I 
•J  •»  I 


0,-00 

-3 
^,30 


435.54 

1165 
441,54 


I 
I 
I 

h" 
I 

I. 
I 

I-- 


•0,00  I 


'  0 

'  0,'03  I 

— •  1 

0,00  .1 
0  I 
:0,00  I 

3«9,U 

'35e 
329,85 

s 


I. 


Row  • 
TOTAL 


,  4l4t80 
1246 
334 rl2  ' 

380186 

983 
412,  i;2 

^460,83 
489,85 

:-3€6,l4 

358,34 

583,98 

•  173 
57<L,13 

564 

"  97 
547,55 

'  290,73 
.  46 

426',77 

3404 
421,89 


223  ' 


f  J- 


„     '  .  Av'era^a  Lo^  Received  by  1^72-73 

'  •    *  .  Ent'erfi^g  , Full -Time  Freshman  Loan  Recipi.ents 

.'.  '  .  \  by  Median  Achievement/Abi ! tty  Score  at  Postsecondary  [.nstitution 
~"— ■      .  ^nd  institution  Type. and  Control 

—    : — 


HtAH 
COUNT 
^.  STO  DEV 


{NSf  

PUBLJC  tf-YEAR 

^PUBLIC  2- YEAR 
PRIVATE  ft- YEAR 
PRIVATE  2-YEAR 


PROFiT-HAKING 


5- 


VOCATIONAL 

.7 

OTHER 

»  * 

.  } 

COLUMN  TOTAL 


UHOER 
i800 


570i42 


445, 50^ 
323, 


844, la 
450, H 


^302, 00 
2 

0,00 


135^,58 
.256 
565,0.2 


•11X7.39 
388,37 


\l031,33 
38 
420,26 


MEDIAN  SAT  SCORE 

800^-^  950  -  . 

35.0"    '    •'  1,100 

g     I  .31 


OVER 
1,100 


Jl7,98  I  777,75 

21^6     I  699  "\ 

463,97  I  419«^4;:I 


769»58 
■  201 
462^83 


777,19  I 
267  I 
513,44  I 

I' 


1038,^  .1 
499,70  \. 

r- 


754.26  I 

.  4  I 
57.10  I 


0,00 
0 

0,00 


1050.25  I 

548  n 

5i79.l0  I 

■I- 


1050 1 87 
319 
780,35 


1297,54  \ 
.55  \ 
911,6.3  I 


'  I- 

lH8,59a 
6  I 
466,4^  \ 


1000.00  x 
"  3  I 
0.00 -I 


0,00 
0 

0,00 


162^.19  I 
19  I 
513.26  I 
 —  I- 


0,00 
0 

0,00 


270,00  I 
0..07  L 


0.00  I 

0  I 

0.00  i 
. — 1- 


0,00' 
0' 
0,00 


1119t?2 
593 
568,77 


0,00  I 

.  0  i 
'0,00  I 


14>5r.83  I 
5  I 
9^.54^1 
 1- 


0,00 

0 

0,00 


890,91 

703 
558,83 


9-10.41 
1279= 
520.28 


942r30 

520 
688,96 


TOfAL 


797,60 

1268 
455,76 

760,40 

285 
506,16 

1039,71 
-.1072 
631, 89^ 

i2fr4,62 
59 
880,41 

1364,91 
280 
563,72 

1105,64 
^6 
3^8,31 

1030,39 
*4 

4316, i3 

951,33 

5095 
$75,44 


TABLE  <B-25 


Average  Benefits  Received  by  1972-73 
Entering  Full-Tiroe  Freshman  Beneficiaries.  ♦ 
by  Hedfao  Achievement/Ability  Sc'ore  at  Postsecondary  Institution 
and  Institution  Type  and  Contr&l 


^'  COUNT 


HE*N  I 
OUNT 
STO  OEV 


Ih^  TYPE.    — — 
PUBLIC  ij-TCEAR  ' 


PUBLIC  2-yEAR 


PRIVATE  ^f-YEAR 


Pf^lVATE  2-YEAR 


PROFlt-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


7  ' 


jCdUUKN'TOTAU 


f 

9 

MEDIAN  5AT  SCORE 

C 

UNDER 
800 

_i  ; 

800  - 

.  950  - 

2  .  I 

950  - 

1,100 

OVER 
1/100 

ROM 
•  T0T4U 

530,59  ] 
466,16  ] 

760, -56  vT 
69  I 
^26, 21  I 

901.27  ] 
168  1 
827; ! 

1359,05  r 
[            40  I 
[  '4221.35.1 

'  849,43 
3J7 
683,86. 

'692.68  ] 
^396,22 

65^,15  I 
207  I 
652,95  I 

0.00  1 

0  1 
0.00 

[         0,00  I 

[•01 
I     '  0,00  I 

658(30 

232 
628,99 

991,40  ; 

•  i2  1 

446,73  ] 

1350.95  t 
32  -  I 
!      77'1,42  I 

1964.45 

^62-1 
-1076.89  ] 

367,40  1 
t           15  I 
[      361,29  \ 

1146|54 

121 
934i76  - 

676,13  - 

7 

758,76 

[      .926',  19  I 
[         ^  16  I 
555,47  I 

0.00 
0.00 

\         '3\03  I 

r        0  '  I 
[      0,00  I 

848,52 
^  23 
618,78 

1192,64  1 
39 

>19,61,-  1 

!         2,00  i 
\              3  { 

0.00  ' 
0 

t        .0.03  I 

I        0  I 

0,.02  I 

U92|64 
39 
6;i9,61 

934,68  1 

32  1 
893  95 

W  V  W  ,  '  ✓ 

t      552,32  I 
[•            6  I 
[      *16{23  I 

0.00 

0'- 

.  0,0a 

E         0,00  I 
t             0'  I 

870,24 

*  33 
805<a5 

500, e0  1 

I     1980,00  I 
I  11 
\         1.27  I 

•  0.00 

'  0  ' 

0.00 

I  ■    0,00  I 
[■01 
[  ■    0,00  I 

U67,49 
2 

979,04. 

858,72 

157 
641,87 

758,66 

331 
649,98 

999,24 

230 
913,80 

865, "58 

55 
509,21 

858,17 

773 
734,78 

> 

*  • 

9 

ERIC 


TABLE/ B-26 


.    *       Average  Total  AM  Recetved  by 

Entering  FuH-TInie  Freshman  Ai.d  Recipients 
^  by  Institution  Tuition  Dependence 

5»   •      and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


TUITIOH  AS  SHARE  OF  INSTRUCT! OKAL 
BUDGET 


"MEAH 
COUNT 
STO  OEV 


IhST  TYP£ 


.  -PUBLIC  A-YEAR 


rPUBElC:  2-YEAR 


PRIVATE  %-YEAR  ^ 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR- 


PROFIT-«AKING 


VOCATldfWll 


OTHER 


COUUHN  TOTAL 


UNDER  20 
PERCENT 


20  TO  60 
PERCENT- 

i  -a 


OVER  60 
fERCEHT 


980,39  I 
632  I 
837,60  I 


955,98 
758,11 


649,09  I 
1006  I 
696,78  r 


616,09 
520' 
597,^7 


7^5,33  I  "1708,82 
15     I        •  269 
1007,16  I  12S9,47 


0,00  I- 
0  \ 
0,00  I 
 „I- 

0,0.0  I 

•  '  0  I 

0,00  \ 


112-5,09 
32 
736,97 


i00»r00 
^  4 

■0,11 


481,97  I 

8  t 
273,60.  I 


*65,23 
7 

259,49 


3780,00  -l      '300 ;00 
/l     I  1 
'  1,80  I  -0,08 


776,41 
1660  - 
795,83 


33.54 
834,69 


1043^78^ 

.202 
74^,88 


527.05 

120 
420.17 


174^.19 

1681 
1077.09 


1044,67 
135 
908.36 


1462.55 
19? 
777 i00 


833.89 

53 
555,58 


10'4l.i0,, 

13 
1157,70 


.  964,50  153?, 27 
^    -i^c^  '  2397 


TOTA^ 

_9_66,'43 
3152' 
784,87 

629,75 

1646 
650.35 

,1727,92 

.  1965 
1-111.18 

106:0.,  11 
167.  • 
876,60 

1453^62 

197 
.772,06 


751,85 

69 
524,21 


1050.44 


1163,08 

.15 
1302,28 

1110.96 
7212 
955,05 


1  -- 


■»  * 


TABLE  B-27 

Average  Grant  or  Scholarship  Aid  Received  by  1972-73 
Entering  Full-TIme  Freshman  grant  Recipients 
*  by*  Institution  Tuition  Dependence..  _ 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control  , 


TUiTiON  AS  SHARE  OF  INSTRUCT I ONAL 
BUDGET  - 


MEAN 
COUNT 
STO  DEV 


PUBLit  ^t-YEAR 
PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


«s 

2  " 


PJtlVATE  ij-YEAR  3* 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR   "  ^ 


PROFIT-MAKING  5 


VOCATIONAL 


.OTHER 


9dLUHN  TOTAL  . 


UNDER"20 
PERCENT 


20  TO  60 
PERCENT 


OyER  60 
PERCENT 


1  '..11 

•    '     Z  'I 

3 

r      398  I 

I      882,43  I 

I     '465,15  I 
I          433  I 
I     .4$5,76  I 

659  a^'  T 

1-521  I 
677,44  1 

*05,41  I 

270  I 
361,08  I 

81 

1128-  • 
482.5-9 

308. 5i 

65 
235.33 

I      594  „98  I 
I  '71 
1    •  516,65  I 

1184,25  I 
189  I 
1206,94  I 

1211.77 

1297 
915.49 

I          0,e2L  I 
I  ^'81 
I     .     2.?0  I 

I      "»"•-• —9  i  - 

I               B  •  I 
I           0,23  I 

702,51  I 
.    .32     I  ' 
•483,05  I 
» - J  - 
1030,02  I 
4  I 
0,11  & 

558.57 

80 
;S71.56 

^785.41 
-  45 
682.75 

I  ■           2  1 

„IZ0,00  I 
~  -4  I 

'0,01  I 

175,.  58 

c  6 
116.84 

r      0,00  I 
I   ^  ,01?0  I- 

.  :609{53 
829  - 

735^32 

300,00  I 

1  I 
0,08-1 

674,05 
2021 
^  ^32,57 

901.97 

1027,43 

1078.55 

1629 
.  886.24 

^ROH  , 
TOTAL' 


■677,13 

2037 
712,33 

430,79 

768 
411,60 

1225,58- 
.  1492 
996,25 

59*9,  ar 

112 
409  r65 

802.03 
49' 
657V77 

166,13 
13- 
103,70 

807,37 

*^8 
942,33 

4479 

813",  40 


'    ,  TABLE 

Average  Earntm^  Recefved  by  1972-73 
EaterfnS  Full-time  Freshman  Job  Hotders 
by 'Instttutlon  Tuition  Dependence 
and  Institution  Type, and  Control 


XUITIdN  AS  SHARE  OF  INSTRUCTIONAL 
•  BUDGET 


:     *  MEAN  le  : 

COUNT  I  UNDER  20 
*  .  STO  OEV  M^RCENT 

»         /  ^  I  -1 

PKST    TYPE    .  -I—;--  «-4 

1  •  I,      460,23  I 


20  TO  60 
PERCENT 
I  2 


PUBLIC  4-YEAR 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


PRIVATE  4-YEAR 


PRIVATE  2-:yEAR 


PROFIT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


Sther 


5C1.UHN  TOTAL 

'/y  —  ^ 


I          261     r  831 

I      338,03  ;I  -342,28 
.I,,; — — — 

2     I      3955,84  I  330,63 

I          593    I  •  266 

:  I      498,43  J  245.42 

.3     I      137,53  I  576,64 

I              6,  I  134 

-     I        53,04  I.  542,60 

;i— ; — ,1— , — 

4  I  '        0,00  I  359,49 

.1              0     1  ■     16  c 

I          0,00  \  .   177, U 

-yn\^.-^  ^•l-^—  

5  I          0,00  I  0,00 
I              0     1  0 

6  I      "273,45  \  210,00 
I              5     i  4 

I        58,31  I  •  .0,03 


7  I  .1800,00  I  0,00 

I          i   I  -    0 . 

I          0|00  I  0,00 

n4.39  -  4U,26 

:       867     •  1252 

426,95  355,93 


OVER  60 
PERCENT 


I 

I. 

'  419.59  I 
56  I 
277, U  I 

 1 

•  498.42  I 
,    55l  I 
453,61  I 

 I 

4^6.35  I 

651  I 
477,48  1 

 ^^----I 

409,12  I 
29'  I 
443.-93  I 

 -—I- 

-549,28  ,k 

61  I. 
472.05  I 

I 

742.61  I 
44  I 
■501.21  I 

 '-.—  I 

354.87  I 

8  I 
176.63  I 

-■7.  

4^6ffi03 

904 
465.39 


ROW 
TOTAt 


4i2J.52 

1148 
338,74 

383 » 04 
■  915 
409,41 

497,92 

•791 
49'0,68 

391,14 

45 
368,19. 

549,28 

61- 
472.05 

654 , 9'4 

54 
489,68 

524, .24 
9 

520,23 

426,74 

3023 
413.05 


n- 


228 


V 


TABLE  B-29  ,    ^  ' 

Average  Loans  Received  by  1972-73 
Entering*  Ful  I  •'Time  Freshm^  i:oan  Recipients 
by  lost!  tut  Ion-  T^  f  1 1  on><{)ependence  * 
.  and  institution  Type  and  ContrSI 


TUIirON  AS  SHARE  OF  INSTRUCTIONAL 


-  -MEAN 
W       '\  COUNT 

STO  oev 


IhST  TYPE  — 

9-  > 

'   PUBLIC  4-YEAR 


PUBLIC  2-YHAR 


*  / 


PRIVATE  ij-YEAR  3 


' PRIVATE  2-YEAR  4 


PROFIT-MAKING  5 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


BUDGET 

[UNDER  20 
[PERCENT 

* 

20  TO  6{> 
PERCENT' 
I              2  ' 

OVER- 60.- 
PERCENT 
[            3  I 

ROW 
TOTAL  . 

\.  686,82 
t  200 
[  390,68 

\  789,85^, 
I  906 
I  447,09 

[  1399.82.1 
[           83  I 

;    618. n  J 

794.13 

1189 
461,19 

\  '  757.72 

r  •  .  142 

[  ,M61^16- 

I  §39.27 
I  113 
1  556,42 

(      415.46  I 

I           13'  I 
I      288.16  ; 

775,71 

.  268 
504.13 

t-  772,39 
[•  6 
[  274,51 

I      !68,31  1 
I         '132  ] 
I  529,78.] 

(  I 

;    1049.65  I 
[          924  I 
I      647.87  I 

1038,07 
1062  . 
633.,  53 

t  :.>,?0 

[         ^'  0 

[  0.00 

I  982,48 

1             8  1 
I       267,66  ■ 

[     1339. .38  I 
[           5.0  I- 
•  943.35  I 

1291,12 

58.. 
839,49. 

[  0,00 

[               0  • 

I     .  0,00 

I     -    0;00  ] 
I            0  1 
I  0,«0 

[     1358.94  I 
I       '  146     I  - 
[      517. «6.  I 

1358,54 
*  146 
517.86  ' 

I  2.00 
[  0 
[  0,00 

I  270,00 
I       '      i  ] 
I          0,07  1 

[     779.49  ; 

[       •     12'  I 
[      450.15  I 

733,04 

•  •  IX 
455,78 

[  0,00 
I             '  0 
[  0,00' 

t          0,00  ] 
I             "0  ] 
I  0,00 

;    >169.10  I 
475.47  I 

1169',  10  , 
4 

473, '47 

717»22 

348 
420,04 

§15.73 

1160 
47,1,05 

1092*.  44 

1231 

654.51."  , 

927.59 

2739 
576,09 

22s 


TABLE  B-30 

Average  Benefits  ftecelvecTby  1972r73 
Entering  Full-'Tlnie  Freshrnan  Benef Icfar^es 
by  Institution  Tuft  fori  Dependence 
.  and  Institution  Type  , and  Control 


TUirrON.AS  SHARE'^OF  JNSTRUCTlOtlAL 


Ihf  T  TYPr 


<;ou?rr 

STO  OEV 


PUBLIC  it-YEAR 
.  PUBLIC  2--YEAR  2 

PRIVATE  k^^R  3 

♦ 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR  * 


PROFIT-MAKING 


^QBATIONAL 
OTHEB  . 


-7 


COLUMN  TOTAL 


BUDGET 

— 

> 

* 

I  UNDER  20 
[  PERCENT 

I  -1 

.  20  TO  60 
PERCENT 
f     .  2 

OVER  60 
PERCENT  . 

I     '       3  'j 

ROW 
/TOTAL 

[  999,41 

[      •  6& 
871^56 

I  8131,88* 
I  197 
l  633,07 

I      805.56  1 
I           23  ] 
I      506.53  J 

844,66 

281 
684,91 

724,98 
t  150 
;  ^7*0,58 

I  573,54 
I  49 
f  192,02 

I      490. $2  1 

I   ,        2i.  1 
I      145.6^  I 

.668,38 
220 
'  641,41 

511,00 
3 

0,00 

I     1^12, l7i 
I  18 
I  1248, -20 

I  1043.29.1 
I      '     95  1 
I-      859^,40  I 

1133,59 
116 
950,85 

0,00 
0 

0,00 

I  0,00 

I             .  0  . 
I  0,00 

I   -  97^.43  I 
I           ,19  I 
I      602,20'  I 

972,43 

■  .19 
602;20 

0,00- 
0 

0,00 

I   "  '  -^,00  ■ 
I  0 
I  ^  •  0,00 

1086.03  I 
I'           14  I 
I  351.42.1 

1086,03 
.           14  * 
351.42 

425,16 
5 

_430-,75 

I.  900,00 
I  2 

I       299.46  I 
I        ■     -4  I 
I      '57.27  I 

452,44 
11  ' 
340,10- 

1980,00  . 
^  "^1,27 

I  0,00 

I        .  0" 
I  •0,-00- 

I         0.00  I 
I             0  I 
[  0.00.1 

1980 , •0-0  ■ 
i'• 
1.27 

797;03 

2l9 
793,98" 

§22,23 
266  ■ 
686, 1^ 

924,74 

•    ,  177 
721.37  . 

841,26 

662 
733,45 

• 

'  2 

30 

*     •     .  TABLE  B-31 

Average  Total  AfH  Received  by  1972-73 
Entering  Full-Time  Freshman  Aid. Reclplefvts  - 
b/  Institution  Dependence  on  Goverttment  Revenue 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


MEAN  I 

cjount 

STO  OEV 


INST  tVpe  . 

^  ■  1 

PUBLIC  4-YEAR  ^ 
^2 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR 

3 

PRIVATE  ^f-YEAR 

4 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 

5 

PROFIT-MAKING 

6 

VOCATIONAL 

/ 

7 

^'  .  OTHER 

5PLUHN  TOTAL 


GOVERNMENT  REVENUE  AS  SftARE-OE- 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET 

UNIJER  20        20  TO  60  OVER  60 

PERCENT        *  PERCENT  .PERCENT 


80W 
TQTAU 


\    _  •      X  ,1 

2  I 

3  I 

;     i043-,78  I 
[          202  I' 
743 1  as  i* 

1005,36  I 
490  I 
^25f37  I. 

952.39  I 
c2460  I 

96'6,48 
3152 

784 t87 

• 

\      S39,'Z0  t 

;      104  I. 

;  ^429t43,I 

r  •-i«i5•^-^•V'|- 

550,79  I 
<37  I 
.  361,61  I 

637.91  I 
1505  I 
668.18  I 

'629,75 
1646 
650,35  ' 

;     1736,78  I 
[;        1931  I 
[■    1115,81  I 

1110,59  I. 

29  r' 

149.^7  I 

1889.09  I 

9  ■  -1 
1129.09  l 

1727,52 
1^65 

im,i8 

t     1077,34  I 
\          162  I 
[.      880,59  I 

524,09  I 

'    ■  5  I 
561,6-2  I 

0.00  I 
.      0  I 
0.00  I 

1060,11 
167 
876,60 

\    1462,55  I 
[    "     193  I 

777,00  ly 

^^^^^  \ 
'  0  I 
.      •0.00  I 
T»  7—1  — 

10010,00  I 
'4  I 
0.11  K 

1453,62 

[       833,89  I 
t            53  I 
\      555,58  J 

V  2t00  I 

\;  0  I 

0,00  I 

474.08  I 

16  I 
258.00  I 

*69 
^  524,21 

I  1041,10  r 
[  •    1?  I 

[     il57.70  \ 

0,00 1 
0  I 
0,00 1 

1850,99  I 

—    2,  .  t 
2289.18-  I 

1163,08 
1302,^8 

[                                      J  • 

*  1555,81 
1079,91 

976,66  < 

561 
704,16 

—  —  —  I 

833.58 

3992 
768.43 

3^11^,96- 
7212 
955,05 

TABLE'  B-32 


Avepage  Grant  or  S<gholarsliip  Aid  Received  Hy  197^-73 
.'  .  £nterl^gi;^FuT1 -Time- Freshman  Grant  Recfplents  ~ 

by  Jnstltuaon  Dependence  on  Governntent 'Revenue 
^   '  an^' Institution  Type  and  Control 


GOVERNMENT  REVENUE  AS  SHARE  OF 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET 


-  MEAN 
COUNT 
,STOOEV 


f  hST  TYPE 


J  PtfBttC  i»-YEAR 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


'  3 


PRIVATE  ^YEAR 


PRIVATE  2-yEAR 


PROFIT-MAKING  '  . 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


COtUHN  TOTAL 


UNDER  20 

percent" 

20  TO  '60 
PERCENT    '  ' 
[.21 

OVER  60 
PERCEHT 

3 

TQTAU 

603,81 
'     "  128 
4182,39  ] 

318,62  ! 

58.  .J 

'  268-,  93  - 

[       695,26  I 
I          359.  I 
I     .  557,08  I 

473,07  I 
U           16-  I 
L      197,49  I 

678.99 
1550 
•  758,64- 

—               —  — ^  ^ 

439.^6 
694 

4.23.83  ' 

I      -677,  £3 
I   '  2037 
I,     712,33  ' 

r  430,79" 

I  768 

I       4.11.60  % 

la 

1209,25  ! 
•147i  ] 
961^12  : 

614  •22  ] 

409,13  1 

E      '923  ,'72  I 
18  I 
^  491,40  I 

203^75  I 

I               4  I 
E       14«,6;4  I 

1100.00 
3 

0.<00 

0.00 
0  • 
0.00 

f  Cl205,58 
I  1492 
t  956,25 

[      599,87  - 

I       409,65  " 

785,41-  1 
4?  ■  1 
682-,  75  •: 

I          0,00  I 
[  0.1 
[  0,00.1 

1000.00 
4 

0.11 

I  802.03 
I-  49 
[    ■  657,77, 

175 „58  1 
6  1 
'll6,84  \ 

■  1 

'    0,00  I 

156.62 
6 

98.33 

E  166,1'^ 
t       .    13  ^ 
E      103,70  _ 

901,97  1 

7  \ 
1007,43  '1 

:       0,00  I 
0  1 
•   0,00  I 

300.00 
1 

-   '  0.09 

e'    •  §07  ,'3J 
I      '  8 
r      942  iJ3 

1087,99 

'  ia'23 

924,05 

691,66 
397- 
5  46,. 93 

.  6^4.78 
-  2238 
'■  680  ;86 

809,21. 

4479 
843 , 40 

ERIC 


232' 


TABLE  B-33  ,  .  , 

Average  Eai^ntngs  Received  by  1972-73  • 
Entering  Full -Time  FreshrrtantJob  Holders 
'  by  Institution  Dependence  on  6overnme>vt  Revenue  V 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


GOVERNMENT  REVENUE  AS  SHARE  Of 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGEt 


MEAN 

'COUtiT 

STO  oev 


INST  TYPE 
'PUBLIC  WEAR 


€-■*«- 


PUBLIC  2- YEAR 


PRIVATE  if- YEAR  .  ^ 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR 


PROFIT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


-6 


CCLUHN  TOT 


rlu- " 


UNDER  2Gf 
PERCENT 


20  TO  60 
PERCENT 


OVER  60 
PERCENT 


56 


443,77 

53 
393,56 


454,62 
776  • 
492rie 

39i,14 

45 
368,19 


549,28  1 

61 
472,05 

/  742,61 
^  44 
,,^501,21 


354,87 
'■  8*. 
476,65 


326,31 
154- 
237,16 


682,61 
10' 
587,54 


629,78 
15 

330,86. 


0(.00 
•0,00 


0,0-0 
0, 

•  ,  0,00 

^^700 
0- 

'  0,00 
0,00 
•  0,00- 


439.7^ 

.938 
353,53 


375.72 

852 
406^85 


0:00 
0 

0.00 


0.^00  ■ 
•-  0 
0.00 


0.00 
0 

0.00 

262. 7fr 

10" 
•42,74 

1800.00 
■  1 
0.'30 


4.66,35 
-1043 
475,10 


371,67 

,479 
295,65 


409^26 

1801 
381.56 


-ROW 
TOTAL- 


423.52 
.1148 
338,74 

383',  04 

915 
40^,41 

457792 

7^1 
490, 6  8« 

*391,14. 
'  -45 
368,19 

5^9,28 
.61' 
472,05 

654^94 

'•489(68 

524,24 
9 

5{0,23 

426,74 
•  3023 
413,05 


ERIC 


■ -  4 


■'\    ^Average  Loan"ReceIyea'^b>y  1972-73 
Entering  Fu11->T!ine  Freshman  Loan  Recipients  ^ 
by  Institution  Dependence  on  Governinent  Revenue 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


.'G0VERNHEN-P;8EVgNU£  AS  SHARE  OF 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET 


IhST  TYf»E 
PUBLIC  4-YEAR 


-    MEAfi  I 
COUNT  I 
8T0  OEV  I 

1  I 
I 
I 

■-1 

PUBLIC -2- YEAR  ^  ^  { 
PRIVATE  4-YEAR 


UNDEI^  20 
PERCENT 


20.  TO  60^. 
PERCENT  ' 


OVER^  60 
PERCENT 


1099,82 
83 
618,81 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR 


-PRQF IT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


QTHER  r 


3  I 
V 
L 

el' 

4  I 

I 
I 

5  L 

r 
I 

•  I' 

I 
I 


415,46. 
2818,16 


^1042,70 

■  1049 
;^-1S35,20 


1301,28 
56 

903,45 


1358,54 
146 
517,86 


779 , 49 
450,15 


C0i4JltN  TOTAL  • 


r 

I 


1169,10 

4- 

,  475,47 

1082,68 
■     1362  . 
*  643,59  , 


8- 


766,76 

|f0. 


,00 
5 

«,09 


568,69 
8 

304,47 


1000  ,'00 

2 

.   a, 00 


0,00 
0 

■^,00 


'  -0,00 

0 

•  0,00 


0,00 
0 

-  ..-04  00 

762,37 

*233 
463,18 


772,33 
432',  43 


'7^.74 
251  . 
511.4^ 


ROW 
TOTAU 


■  794.,  13 
~tt89 
f  •461',  19 

773,74 

268 
504,13 


829.04 
5 

267. 4"3 


0.00 
0 

0.00 


0.00 
0 

0.00 


27^.00 
1 

0.07 


'0.00 
0 

0V00 

:*7.76.73 

1145 
448.70 


1038,07 
1062 
633,53 

42^1,12 
58 
889,49 

4358,94 
>  146 
'517,86 


733,04 

-J  43 
:^  453.78 

4469,10 
4 

475,47 

927,59 

2739 
576,09 


234  ' 


:'«,.  .. 


.         TABLE  B-35 

Averager  Benefits  Recetved  by  1972-73  * 
,  Entering  FuTT-Tlme  Freshman  Benef iciartes 
by^  Institution  Dependence  on  GQvernroent  Revenues, 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control. 


GOVERNMENT  REVENUE  AS  SHARE  OF 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET' 


MEAN 
COUNT 
STO  OEV 


W\  TYPE. 
PUBLIC  4- YEAR 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR 

PRIVATE  it-rYEAR 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 

.  PROFIT-MAKING 

VOCATIONAL 

OTHER 

CaiUMXTOTAl 


UNDER  20 
PERCENT 


20  TO  60 
PERCENT 


OVER  60 
PERCENT 


ROW 
TOTAt. 


[  11 

'21 

3  I 

805,56  1 

[           23  ] 
^506,53  ] 

[      625,84  I 
[  '42,-1 
405,52  I 

891.96  I 
215  I 
736. 6&  I 

•  844,66 
281  , 
684, 9t 

[      552,59  1 
139,06  ] 

300,00  \ 
0103  I 

'687,^  I' 
199^  I 
670.11  I 

668,38 

220 
641,41 

;     1152,29  ] 

I          U2-  1 
-     963,^6  ] 

972  ,"43  1 

[      ■      t'  1 
602,20  1 

11000,00  I 
1  I 

-  0,00  I 

0,00  I 
0  I 

0,00  I 

SlltOV  1 

3  I 
^  0.00  I 
•— ^ 

Z  )l 

'  0.00  I 

*  *  e-a 
11^33,  5V 

lt6 

950 t 85 

972,43 

6ZZ,2Z 

[     1086,03  1 

[          .  1!  1 
[■•'    351,42  1 

[         0,00  I 
[            0  1 
0,00  I 

0.00  I 
Z  I 

'0,00  I 

1086.03 
351,42 

'  299,46  1 
4  1 
57,27  1 

0,00  I 
0  I 
0,00  I 

552.32  I 
6  I 
416.23  I 

45-2-.  44' 

11  ■ 
.3*0,10' 

[        '0,00  1 

0  1 

I         0.f0  1 

0,00  I 
0  I 
0,00  I 

1980. 2f0  'I 
1  I 
1.27  I 

1980.00 
4 

1.27 

1017,05 
188 
819,51 

602,54 
-  49 
;*^6,39 

790.69^ 
425 

•  708,15 

.  841,26 
66^ 

^  733,45. 

TABLE  B-36 


Average  total  Aid  fiecelvea  by  1972-73 
^  *       Entering.  Ful  l-Time  Ffeshmaw  Aid  Recipients  ^ 
•  ^"^vMttStltutlon  ^ependeoce  on  Gift  and  Endowment  tbcbtqe 


and  Institution  Type  and  Control  ' 


HEJfN 

coujir 


IKST  TYPE 
PUBLIC  ft-YEAR 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


PRIVATE.  ,4-Y|ftR 

> 

.  PRIVAT^.^EAR 


.  PROFl-T-JIAKING 


.  ^CAT'IONAL 


OTHER* 


4  ' 


GIFT  AND  ENDOWMENT  INCOHE" 
'        AS  SHARE  OF 

INSTRUCTIONAL  ^DfiET 


UNDER  10  ^VER  10 
I^ERCENT  PERCENT 


967, ?3  I 
3122  ( 
787,70  I 

'I' 


878,85 

30 
394,96 


'      628,58  I  801,25 

1635  I  .  it 

_632,J16  I  -237,70 

1727,68  l-  I72%izj- 

^    747  I  I2i8 

1063,65  I  ^  1139,79 

947,29  I  1136,32 

67  I  150 

749',14  I       949, la 

I 


0,00 
0 

0,00 


0,00 
0 

0,00 


.  ?Cl,^»'N  TOTAL 


.1453,62  I  . 

197  I  • 

.   772,06  I 

'751,85  I 

•  69  I  . 

524,21  1  ^ 

1528, ar  I  230,^9 

11  I  4 

1379,92  I      .  52|55 

984,47  1653,48 

5848  .  .  1363 
',     861,39  1131,23 


TOTAU 


966,48 
3152 
"  784 » 87 

629.75 
1646. 
650.35 

1727.92 

1965 
1111. i8  ^ 

1060.11  ^ 

.  167'^ 
'  87^6.60  . 

1453.62.  . 

.  197  '<> 
772.06 

751.95' 
69 

:  524.21'  ■ 

•116^.38 

,  "15 
1302.28 

1113.96 

•  ^213 
955,05 


ERIC 


•  236 


.   •  _  .        TAii.E  B-37. 

Average  Grant"  or  Scholarshtp  Atd  Received  by  1972-73 

Entering  Full -Time  Freshman  Grant  Reciptents  » 
by  ^nstJtution  Dependence  on  Gift  and  Etidowment  Income.  - 
and  Institution  Type  and  Cofttrol 


SIFT  AND  ElfijOWHEHT  INCOME 
.  AS  SHARE  OF 
IHSTRUCTIONAC  BUDGET 


-7- 


HEAN 
COUNT 
STO  OEV 


thST  TVpE      — -. 
PUBLIC  4-YEAR. 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


3 

PRIVATE  4-YEAR 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR 


PROFIT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


gOtUXH  TOTAL 


UNDER  10 
PERCENT 


OVER  10 
PERCENT  ^ 


677,53 
2906 
,7i6»i0 

429, i2 

763 
411,59 


1118  »-14 

572 
^896,61 

422',  62 
40  ■ 
358,74 


822,23 

49 
657, 7y 


166,13 
1^J,70 


905,81 

7 

^039, 84 

•  692,80 
3449 
725,*03 


30 
t,01' 


'805,  |0 
187^93 


i259,86 

_  921 
?88,0« 

699,45 
72' 
4^4,94 

0,00 

'    ^  0,00 


0,00 
0 

«,00 


300,00 
1 

0,00 

1199,32 
1329 
959,36 


.  ROW 
TOTAU 

677.13 

2037 
712.33 

430.79 

768 
411.60 

1205.58 

1492 
r956.25 

599.187 

dl2 
409.65 

802^^3 
49 


^57.77 

13^ 
103.70 

807.37 
.  8  - 
942.33 

!9.2tf 
i479  ^ 


809. 
813.40 


237 


TABLE  8-^ 


Averager  Earnings  Received  by  1972-73 
.Enter Ing^Fu11-*TIme  Freshman  Job  RoTders 
by  Institution  Dependence  on  Gift  and  Endowment  Jftcoroe 


4 


and  Institution  Type  and  Control 
t 


SI  FX  AND  EHDOWHENT  INCOME 
AS  SHARE  OF 
IHSTRUCTIOHAL  BUDGET 


-  MEAN 
COUNT 
STO  OEV 


mi  TYPE 


PUBLIC  k-YEAR 


PUBLIC  2- YEAR 


PRIVATE  if-YEAR 


PRIVATE  2- YEAR 


PROFIT-HAKJrNG 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


"CCUUHN  TOTAL 


4- 


UI©IR  10 
PERCEHT 


OVER  10 
PERCENT  , 


424, U 
339,00 


383, a9 

n? 

.*09,75 

533,20 

245 
591,76, 

368,89 

163,20 


549,28 

61 
472r25 


654*,  94 

54 
489,68 

w       •  •    n  « 

69i,6l 
6 

583,02  . 


.  2  I 

 ^— I 

200,00.  I 

■    -    3  I 
f      2,83  I 

?i9,73  I 

2  V 

.  424,23  I 
546  I 
434,22:1 

397,33  I 
38  I 
397,94  I 


0,80  I 

0  I  • 

0,30  I 



0,00  I 

0  I 

0,80  I 

-•-•-•-Ja-,  J 

280,08  I 

3  I 
3r02  i 


428,42 

2431 
489,01 


419.84 
.  592 
429,51 


ROW 
TOTAL 


423.52 

1148 
338,74 

^  383.04 
V  915 
'409.41 

f 

457,9? 

791 
498,68 

391",  14 

45 

368.19 

549.28 

61 
472.0.5 

654.94 

54 
489.68 

524,24 
9 

520.23 

426,74 
'3823 
'  4l3i.25 
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TABLE  B-3$, 


^   *     VVveraqe  Loan  Received  by  1972-73 
Enterlirg  Full-Tlm^-Loan  T^eclpTents 
fay  Insfltution  "Dependence -on  Sift  and  Endowroent  Incocne 
and  instftutFon  Type  and  Control 


GIFT  AHD  EHDOWHSrr  INpOHE 
AS  SHARf  'OF 
.4NSTRUCTI0KAL  BUDGET  - 


J 


HEAK 
COUNT 
STO  OEV 


TYPE 
PUBLIC  4-YEAR 

PUBLIC  2-YEAR 

If' 

'PRIVATE  4- YEAR 
PRIVATE  2 -YEAR 


>R(^FIT- 


KAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


;C1.UHN  TOTAU 


:  UKOER  lo' 
E  PERCENT 

J  £ 

1  I 

OVER  10  >^ 
PERCair^- 1 

I 

ROW 
TOTaU 

797,29  } 

[      ii7§  I 

499,88  \ 
"13  I 
'    81,40  I 

J4-«l,l9 

* 

;      775,26 'I. 
[    '      26*'  I 
[     ,508,82  I 

§e0,53  I 

775.71  • 

268 
534.13 

f 

^P^t99  i 
[     ^409  I 

[      71«.|7  I 

?,4o,40  I 

«52.  I 
^5,51  I 

1038^07 

1362 
633,?3 

* 

[  1478,99.1 

[  •         23.  \ 
596,56  1 

'  1162*.08  I 

'    '3*-  I 
.  4f33,36  I 

1291,12 
'  58 
8S9,-49 

;     1358,54  I 
[           146  I 
:       517,86  I 

,3,00  ! 

.■4^^58.54 

t4;6 

:5i7,86 

I      733 (B4  I 
I            13  I 
I     /5;$,78  I 

[     1169^10  I 
475,47  I 

•    -0,30  I 
3  I 
3,03  I 

.  3,00  I 

'3  I 
0,00  I 

733,34 

13, 
453.78 

1169.10 
4 

475.47 

92^2,51 

2035 
572,99 

942,26 

•  704 
585,^0 

•  927.59 
2739 
576.09 
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;  TABLE  B-kO  . 

Average  Benefit/ Received  by  1972-73 
Entering  Fufl-Ttroe  Freshman  Beneficiaries 
'by.  Institution  Defientfence  on  Gift  and  Endowment  Income 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


GIFT  AND  EHDOWHEMT  INCOME 
AS  SHARE  OF 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET 


MEAN 
COUNT 
STO  OEV 

IhST  TYPE  ™ 

i 

PUBLIC  4-YEAR 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


PRIVATE  if-YEAR 

4 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 

5 

PROFIT-MAKING 
VOCATIONAL 

7 

OTHER 

CCLUI*N  TOTAL.. 


• 

UNDER  10 
PERCENT 

•  f 

A  * 

OVER  10  , 
PERCENT 

1  : 

844,66  : 
281  : 
684, ?l  ; 

I 

0,00- 

[  .          0  • 
0,00 

668,98  ! 
220  j 

994,74  ] 

-  52'  1 
949,22  j 

[  0,00 

[  -     "'  0 
.  3,00 

1187,30 
"  84 
?54,69 

4069,38  1 
9  1 
666,17  1 

t«a4,37 
10 
559,68 

'  1086,03  1 
14  1 
351.42  1 

0,00 
0 

•  0,00 

452,44  1 

.11  1 
^340,10  ] 

0,00 
0 

0,00 

1980, 00'1 

i  I 

.     1.27  j 

0,00 
0 

0,00 

• 

789, 38 

568 
684,87 


1155,87 
94 

?21,32 


ROW 
TOTAU 


844.66 

'281 
684.91 

668,38 

64i.U 

1133.59 

116 
950.85 

972.43 

19 
602.20 

1086.03 
,14 
351.42 

452.44 
11 

340.10 
i 

1-980.00 

^   ^'  1 

yi.27 

841.26 

^  662 
„  733.45 
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Average  Total  Atd  Received  by.  1972-73/ < 
tf    Entering  Full -Time.  Freshman  Aid  Recipients 
by  Available  Institutional  Aid  Funds 
and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


r 


DISCRETIOHAfVY  AID  FUNDS 
,    AS  SHARE  OF 
STUDENT  BUDGET  • 


MEAN-; 
COUNT 
STO  OEV 


UST  TYPE 


r  PUBLIC  it-YEAR 


-PI^BLIC  2-YEAR  « 
PRIVATE  it-YEAR  3 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR 


PROFlT-TiAKING 


VOCATIOKAL 


OTHER 


gCtUKfi  TOTAL 


UP  TO  5 
PERCENT- 

n 

•  • «  * 

1000,99 
U6i. 
940,20 


OVER  5 
PERCENT 


936,12 

1946  ~1 
673,74 


ROW 
TOTAL 


9/0.35 

^3107- 
^782.83 

630,95'- 

1642 
650. 9'4 

1724,04 
1955 
1105.90 

1060.11 
167  . 
876 '.62 


1193,32 
3906  • 
?52,15 


1451.58 

220 
752.35 

729.51 

71 
527.79 

1163.08 

15 
1302. 2« 

1108,34 

7178 
952.02 


TABLE  8-42 


Average  Grant  or  Scholarship  Aid  Received  by  1972**73 
'Entering  Full-Time  Freshman  Gr>ant  Recipients 
by  Available  institutional  Aid  Funds 
/ ^' f  and^  Institution  Type  and  Control  ' 

DISCRETIONARY  AID  FUNDS 

AS  SHARE  OF 
*      STUDENT  BUDGET 


/ 


HEAN 
COUNT 
STO  OEV 


fUBLfC.4-YE^ 


3 

PRIVATE  WEAR 

* 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR  * 

m 

PROFIT-HAKI-NG 
VOCATIONAL'  * 
OTHER  ' 

* 

CCLUHN  TO.TAL 


IBP  TO  5 

OVER  5' 

I  PERCENT 

PERCENT 

I        ■  i 

f  ^ 

I             2  ' 

I  '  665,94 

I  673,25 

I  757 

I  1237 

I  .931,42 

I      940  ,'53 

I       438.,  08 

I      ill, 73 

I  592 

I  175' 

I  ^42»,76. 

[  350,59 

I    1132,93  1 

:    1242';  89 

I          400  ] 

[        ia«2  ] 

I  .  899,77 

t  ?60.gl 

I  571»X8 

[      645,78  ' 

f  ■         69  1 

I  43 

I  394,64 

I      *33,37  ] 

"—•u --(•-.- 

i      802,35  1 

[~     799,45  ! 

t            44  ] 

[           ■  8-  ] 

I      686,69  : 

[      220,82  ] 

1       166,13  1 

0.00  ] 

I            13  1 

0  1 

I  \103,70  1 

0,00  1 

I    2070,77  1 

300,00  ] 

I            2  1 

6  I 

I      918,03  I 

0,00  I 

.  685,56 

396,12 

1875 

2531 

811,77 

798,31 

RQU 
TOTAU 

670.47 

19»4 
714.38 

432.07 
.  764 
412^5 

1205.16 

.  1482 
9i6.04 

599.87 

112 
409.65 

/801.89 

^  53 
635,05 

166.13 

13 
103.70 

807.37 
8 

9^2.33 

806.93 

4426  . 
810*65 
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•  r 

TABLE  B-43f, 

Average  Earnings  l^ecelved  by  1972-73 
Entering  Full^Tlme- Freshnan  Job  Holders 
by  Available  Instltuttott  Aid  Funds 
and  Institution  Type  ai>d  Control  ^ 


% 


thST  TYPE  — 
PUBIIC  4-VEAR 


DISCRETIONARY  AID  FUNDS 

AS  SHARE  OF 
.     ^  STUDENT 'BUDGET  r 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR  ^ 

PRIVATE  ^-YEAR  ' 
PRIVATE  2-YEAR 

5 

PROFIT-MAKING 

VOCATIONAL   '  * 

OTHER'  ^ 

A 

COLUHN  TOTAL 

«     ,  *  - 


UP  TO  5 
PERCENT 


OVER  5 
PERCENT 


•4  50, 7-5 
406 

401,25 
-  631 
430,13 

682,41 


■f  350,41 
22 

.  ^183,63 

502,02 
42 
.357,02 

631,02 
56 

•491 I 2i 


867,45 

"  3 
966,43 

458,17 

1358 
469,29 


.  ■  404,73 
730 
30Er,34 

'343,4:0 
273 
■  356,32 

<29,35 

595 
♦01,31 


<.28,8a 

24 
482,07 


660,26 

21 
630,56 

'  0,00 

0 

0,00 


381,17 

'6 

190,81 

399,68 

1648 
358,35 


«ROH 
TOTAL 


421.18 

1136 
336.96 

383.76 
911 

410.05 

\ 

_  458.27 
786 
492.14 

391. 1^ 

'45 
368.19 

553.88 

63 
^465.41 

631.02 

56 
491.^1 

,  524.24 
^  9 
.  520.23 

426.10 

3007 
413.13 
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r 


TABLE 


Average  Loan- Received  by 
Entering  FuII-'TIme  Freshman  Loan  Recipients 
by  Available  Institution  Aid  Funds 
-  and  Instltutlonnrype- and  Control 


/.'/- 


DISCftETlOHARY  AID  FUNDS 
AS  SHARE  OF  • 
■~     .    STUDENT  BUDGET 

MEAN  I 

COUNT  I  UP  -TO  5  ■  OVE^  5  ' 
STO  OEV  I  PERCENT-   -  PERCENT 


,^-3T  TYPE  — 
'    PUBLIC  i»-YEAR 


I 


■I' 


1  I 
I 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR  _ 


PRIVATE' 4-YEAR 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR 


PROFIT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL 


OTIjER 


QCLUMN  TOTAL 


1 

894,52' 
■  465 
I  .497,98 

2'   I  •;  808,8$ 
I.    .  i  -22? 
I  ■  .515,79 

3  I  1166,53 
J  268 

.1  ,754.11 

4  r  1494,91 

.1  31  - 

\.  1054,37 

»  I  •  •  ^  •  »  *»  ^  «  »  « 

5  'l     13415, 3j8. 
\  133 

I    :  502,71 

6  \  666,88 
-  I     .  'iZ- 

I  ^406,43 

7  I  1169,10 

I    •  * 
I  -475,47 

1009, ?5 
113^ 
.  <'.14t50 


733,33 
703 

527,30 

§27^27 

48 
131, $4 

992,76 
596,10 

1?53,U 
27 
56^,07 

1353,56 
34 
537,66 


1500,00 
1  ' 
0,00 

0,00 
0  - 

.  0|00 

§76, .68' 
li.97  ^ 
?42,94- 


i^OW 
.TOTAU 


797.49 

1168 
463*31 

775,71 

268 
504.13 

-1037.06 
•  1052 
635.38 

1291.12 
-  58 
889.49^ 

-1345.46 

■  167 
508.43 

733.0* 

13 
453.78. 

1169,10 
4 

475.^7 

931.93 

2731 
577.36 


V>  ^1. 


ERIC 
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TABLE  B-45 

Average  Benefits  Received  by  1972-73  ' 
■Entering  Fuli-Tfme  Freshman  BenefTcfartes 
.     by  Available  Institution  Aid  Funds 
and  Institution  Type 'and  Control  . 


OlSpRETIONARY  AID  FUNDS 
.  AS  SHARE  OF  '  , 
.  STOdEHT  BUDGET 

V   •  • 


■MEAN 
COUNT 
ST0  0£V 


INST  TYPE 


PUBLIC  4-YEAR 

4  » 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


PRIVATE  4-YEAR  3 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR  < 


PROFIT-MAK^G 


VOCATIONAL 


OTHER 


COLUMN  TaTAL 


UP- TO  5 
PERCEJfT 


OVER  5 
PERCENT 


833,60 
667,0$ 

637^-7  ' 
163  - 
645,57. 

■  1139.88 
35 
943,77 


1232, ?e 

13 
523,45 


1095,70 

14 
;336,72 

'479,35 

364,96' 


19-80,00 
i 

_  U27 


§59, i7 
•  238 
692,10 

757,94  *: 

6^6,26 

^  «  «  «i «  ^  «• 

1153,92 
82 
959,63 


390,05 
'6  ^ 
187,81  *I 


0,00: 
0 

0,00 


300,00 
2 

0,00= 


0,00 

•  0 
0,00- 


7§1,19 
-  .309^ 
697,80 


895,^7 

354 
759^2$ 


ifOtAL 


844,66 

281 
684.91 

668,38 

220 
.641,.  41. 

1133.5-9 

.950'*  35 

972.43 

19 
602.20 

1095.70 
.  16 
336.7? 

'452'.44 

•  11  ' 
340^.10 

1980.00 
1 

1.27 

841.98 

663 
732.89^ 


Appendix  IV-C- 


Federal  Packaging  to  Aid  Recip feints 
fay  Student/Fararly  or  Institution  Attrifautes^ 
and  Institution  type  and  Control 


r 
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erJc  ■>, 


7 


V  -1  - 


List  of  Tables,: 


TABLE 
C-1 


C-2 


c-3: 


C-7 


7 


Eackaglng  of  Federa-TAld  to^J972-73 
Aided  Entfertrig  Full-TIme  Freshmen- by  ' 
FamfVy  Income  (Juartfle  and  Institution 
Type  and  Control  ^ 

Packaging  of  Fedei^a^  Aid \b  !972--73 
Aided  ipiterfng  FulWIme  Freshmen  fay 
Student  Achievement/Ability  and 
•  lns±ftutf.dfVType  and  Control  ^ 

Pacl^glng'bf  Federal  Md  tt)  1972-73  \ 
>Alded  Eniferlng  EuJI-Tlme  Freshmen  by 
RacIal/^Ethnlc  iSroup  ^'d  institution  - 
Type  and  Control 


Packaglrig  of  Federal  Aid  ta  1972-73  . 
Aided.  Entering  Full-Time  Freshmen* 
by  Median  Family  Income  at  Postsecondary 
Instltyt'lon  and  Institution  Type  and 
Control  '  .  ' 

.Packaging  of  Federal'Ald  to  1972-73 
Aided! Entering  FulJ-;Tlme  Freshmen  by 
Median  Freshman ^chlevement/Abl| I ty 
Score  at  PostsecSlndary  Institution 
and  Institution  tW  and  Control 

Packaging  of  FedevTl  Aid  to  1972-73 
pA^ed  Entering  Full-Tlme  Freshmen 
fay  lDStl,tutlon  Tuition  Dependence 
anji  lnstltut4on  Type  anJ  Control 

Packaging. of  Federal  Aid  to  1972-73 
Aided  Entering  Full-Tlme  Freshman  fay 
Available  Inst4 tutiona'^Aid  Funds  and  ' 
Institution  Type  and  Control 


.  ..  L 


■  / 


ERIC 


TABLE  C-1 


#  Pactegtn^  of  gcderal  Aid- to  197?r73  Aided  Entering  Ful>frHme  Freshmen 

liy  Income  QuartfTe 


• 

*    •  *  ' 

and  Jjostitution  Type  and  Control"^. 

•  .  / 

* 

- 

• 

• 

Publfc  if-yeer 

^"  -  - 

'FAM-ILY 

INCOME 

  4 

UNDER" 

S-  7i500» 

$10»5^02- 

OVEK\ 

COL  x  .  I 

S  7^500 

310 

$15 1003 

— 

«T  /\  T    V  f 

.  1 

I  2 

.  4 

• 

.1  1 

*  3i3 

I       231  ' 

[      20S  "  /I 

131 

F£C£fiAU 

AID  ONL^UI 

36,7  ' 

I  23,^6 

I     24,4  I 

•  15.3 

• 

37,2 

I    27, a 

I     25.9  'I 

21.2- 

[     ' 6,7  . 

[    -  6.9  1 

4;3 

F£C  A^0 

**  1 

•2  I 

321  ■ 

I       237\  ] 

190  I 

50 

NON-FEC  I 

r-  29,7 

t     23.8  I 

* 

,38»1  ] 

[     >Sl,8  '  ] 

[     23.7  J 

8.2 

[ 6.3  I 

1.7. 

n  I 

'      3  I 

[  308 

405  I 

NCN^FEO 

AID  fiNLY  I 

•  15,3  1 

I  22,7 

29.9  I 

32.^1. 

24,7  .1 

L  •^l.'S 

[      $3,4  "I 

70,6 

6,-9  1 

[  13,5/1 

Column  ' 

•  »746 

•    '803  * 

615 

TOTAL 

'  28.2 

24,1 

26.7 

•  20.5  . 

• 

\   '  •-• 

^7  ^ 

»?0H  ' 
TOTAL 


855 
^.4 


798 
26.6 


1354 
45.1 


3005.- 
100.0 


TABLE  0-1 ,  continued 


r 


Pub  Ha  2-Year 

*  ^ 

i 

INCOME 

* 

CwUNT 

Col  %  ■ 
Tor  X  ■ 

11  '7»530 
I    .  4 

5ia»499 
'I          2  I 

310,520- 
S15»?00 

■3,  1 

OVE« 
U5»000 

[      '  4 

ROW 
TOTAL 

F?CERAL  AID  ONLY 

^  166 
I  *42,2 
1  35,0 
I  '11.3 

!       117-  I 
I     29,7  I 

^      ^9    1  T 
*       H  *  f  *  4 

I.  1 

79  1 
19,^1  1 

5.3  1 

I    ..  33 
[     ■  8,2 
I  18.1 
[  2.2 

I  394 
I  26,8 

2 

Fee  AAO  NON-FEO 

I    .  135 
!  53,5. 
I  23,3 
r  9,2 

P       73  -I 

I    -29, 2  'l 
I               s  I 
I       5,0  I 

.^40 
■  15, .9  1 

.  2.7  1 

4 

[  1,5 
I  2.3 
[  0.2 

1  252 
•I  17.1 

t  « 

3  ' 

NCK-FtO  ONLY 

• 

I  174 
I  21,1 

I  30,7/ 
I  11.9 

I       2l2  • I 
I     25,7  I 
I     iJ2.7  I 
I  '  14,4  1 

* 

296  1 
-    35,8  1 
71.4  ] 
20.1  1 

I  143 
i  l7,3 
I     7'  .  8 
'.9.7 

I  -825 
I  5fi,i, 

'  COLUMN 
TOTAL  • 

1  * 

>      -              '*  - 

•  47S 
32,3 

• 

402 
27,3  - 

* 

'  414 
28.2 

179 
12.2 

1471 
.100,0 

r 

•  • 
* 

\ 
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TABLE  C-1,  cobtlnued 


•  COUNT 

COLX 
TgT  X 


FEDERAL  AID  ONLY 


NCfk-F-EO  AlC  ONLY 

.  COLUHN 
TOTAL 


Prfv^te 

2-Year 

FAMILY- 

INCOME  * 

lUNOER 
IS  f>500 
I  1^ 

Sie-»499 
I   .       .2  I 

3  I 

I  10 
I     33, Z- 
I  27,7 
I      7,1  . 

I           7  1 
I     23,J0  -I 
I    -30.6.  I 
I       5,3  1 

7  I 
23.7  I 

19,6  I 
'    5,1  I 

I  16 
I  '-43,4 
^     45-,  5 
1  il.7 

I           5  l 
I     14,3  1 
I   '23,7  J 
I       3.8  1 

8  I 
22.6  I 
[     2373  I 

I-  ] 

1  9 
I  13,4 
I  26,8 
I  6,9 

I         1?  '] 
I'    14»4  ] 
I     45,7  ] 
I     '7.f  1 

[        20  I 
[     28.8  I 
[     57,2  I 
'     14.9  I 

■  35 
25,7 


22 
16,2 


26^ 


36 


OVE^R 

4  I 

 ^^l 

•  '6-  I 
20-.  2^.1 
13. 6>'^ 
,4,4  I 


7  I 
19.8  I 
16,6  U 
.  5.3  I 

:  -I 

31  I 

43.4  I 
69,8  I 
22. '4  I 

 I 

44 
32.1 


ROW 
TOTAt 


29 
21.5 


37 
26.9 


70 
51.5 


136 
100.2 


♦  -6 


TABLE,  C^l ,  continued 

• 

m 

« 

* 

•  A 

# 

# 

% 

■»  * 

^  Private  ^rYear 

* 

• 

♦  # 
* 

• 

* 

CpL  X 
TQT  X 

J 

IS*  7»523 
I  I 

FAMILY  INCOME 

3   /  »  5oZ^vJ*12  » 522- 
510149.9  515,303 
1-^21  3 

I  4 

TOTAL 

1 

I      -  ^ 
I  15,9 
I  16,8 
I  3,1 

I         88     I  92 
I    26, e    I  .28,1 
I     21.1    t  18.2. 
I      5,2     I  5.4 

I 

I  27.»2 
I  22*4 
V  5,6 

T  » 

2  ^ 

r  212 
I  _-25,6 
X  68,1 
I  •  12,4 

I       216     1  26Z 
I     26, <J     I'  3l,4 
I     51,8     I  5^.3 
I     12,6  15,3 

I       142  ~ 
J  -l7,l 

I    ^30. 2 
I  8.3 

I  829 

.1    '48 ,7  -     ■>      '  • 

r  - 

'  3 
'AlO  ONLY 

I      '  47 

'  r  9.6- 

I     15, i 
I  .2,8 

I-     11-3     I  ^  155 
I     22,8     ]  28.4 
I     27,1     I  32,5 
-r     6,6     I  .  9.1 

r  222 
1      4e  •  4 
I  49.4 

I       547  . 
I     32  >  1 

COLUHN 
TOTAL 

•  312  • 

V 

416  5«8 
24,4          29, 8 

469 
27.5  ' 

1735 
100,3 

*- 

251 


-ERIC  . 


TABLE  C-1-,  con^i^ued 


/ 


COUNT 
ROW  % 
CQl  % 
TOT  % 


fiCERAU  A 10  'ONLY 
.  2 


3 

NCN-FE0.»AI0  ONLY 


TOTAt 


I 


—  ✓ 

»  * 

.  Profit-Making 

i 



FAMILY 

INCOME 

V 

V 

* 

1  I 

5  7i53Z- 
51Bi499 
2 

112,502- 
S15,?02 

[  3 

OVER 
5l5i300 
I  4 

HOH 
TOTAL 

65  I 
36,1  I 
55.8  U 
15, .9  .1 

61 
34,2 

">3,4 
-  15,2 

t-  45 
[  25,2 
[  35,8 
I     11. 1 

[  8 

I  18.3,. 
I  2.0 

I  179 
I     4^,  9-, 

'    33  I 
3««l  . I 
23,8  I 
8,2  I 

■     1?  . 
lS-,i>.  , 
14.6 
.4,4 

[  28 
[  29,3 
I  22,4 
[  6,9 

I  17 
I  47,6, 
I  38.1 
I  4.1 

1/    96.            '\  ■,■ 
X    23. 6,,        •  -  ■  .  ... 

■  IB'  I 
13,4  I 
15,3  'I 
4,4  .1 

42 

32, a 
34,9 

13,4  , 

[     •  53 
I  39*8 
I     41. .8  ■ 
t  12.9 

r         _  j» 

I  19 

I  :i4.7  . 

I  43.9' 
I  4,3 

I      132  ' 

I     32.5  / 

116 
25,4 

121  . 
29.3 

126 

33*,9 

44 
10.9, 

407 
102.0 

er|c 


252 


TABLE  C-1,  continued 


VocationaJ 


COUNT 
•BOH 

TO'T  X 


FEDERAL  AIO  .ONLY 


hCh-FEO  AIO  ONLY 


CCLUHN 
TCU^L 


UNDER. 
S  7i503 
I 


FAMILY  INCOME 


63 
66,1 
69.5 
■33.7 


^  7 
38,6 

8,i 
3,9 


28 
28,1 
22,4 
iZ,9 


9^ 
43,6 


1  4 
44, 5> 


.'4 

12,2 
2,2 


13 
13.5 
43,3 
■7,2 


■31 
16,6 


1.4 
15, S 
33.2 
7.7 


•  OVER 

1  *• 

■I  

I  4 
I  4.4 

I  i9-.2 

I  2.3 
I  


6 

3t.9 
14.1- 
3.3 


23 
•31,5 
52.7 
12.2 


I 
I 

I 

-I- 
.1 

I 

I 

I 

-I 


43^ 
23.1 


TOTAl,- 


51. a 


2 

.9.8 
8,6 

I  / 


.•19 

ia.2 


16 
ai.9 

)^2r3^ 

8.5 


22 
11.7 


72 

I  '38.7 
I 
I 
I 

186 
12Z,2 


253 


J 


TABLE  concluded 


Other 


/ 


COUNT 
Row  X  . 
COL  X 
TOT  X 


FiCERAL  AID  ONi.Y 


;F£C  AND  NO><-rED 


KCK'FEO^lO  ONLY 


TOTAL 


^AHILY  INCOME 
5  7i532     512,499     515,222  5l5»0a3 


ROW  1? 
TOTAU 


1  ! 

2 

] 

3  I 

4 

9  ] 

34,1  3 
43,7 
8,8 

i  l2 
t  «3,i> 
I     27, Si 
\  11,2 

I 
1 
I 
I 

1  I 
5. .4-  I 
6.4  I 
1.4  I 

5 

l7,3 
26,0 
4.4 

f  27 
I  25.7 

4 

as, 6 

20.6 

I    /'  12. 
I  '68,2 

I  26,^ 

r  11,-? 

I 
I 

X 

3  ^ 

0.2  I 
0,0-  I 
0,S  I 

1 

6.2 
5.9 
.  1.0' 

I  17 
I  16.1 

7 

12.3  . 

35,7 

'7,2 

I  "  2? 
I  33.2 

I  46,5 
I     19, i 

I 

\ 
\ 

I- 

21  f 
34,7  1" 
93.6  I 
20.2  J 

12 
i?.7 
68.0 

11.^ 

I  60 
I  58,1 

-I 

21 
23,1 

4^ 
41, i> 

2^ 
2r,6. 

17 
16.  S 

134 
122.2 

TABLE  C-2,  continued 


■  '/ 

• 

Private  4-Year 

•  / 

5 

/ 

COUNT  ' 
.  COL  S  ' 

• 

[  82e 

p  i 

\  k 

SAT 

'8253  TO 
953 

I  "2 

SCORE 
,  952  To 
I.  3 

OVrR    . / 

iiafa 

I           4  1 

^  ROW 
TOTAL  ^' 

fsceral 

*  • 

\    ■  16S 
t  43,3 
[  29.8 

[  8,3 

I     •  6Z 
I  -  15,6 
I  17,4 
r  3,0 

I  37 
I  22,3 
I  18.8 

I        71  I 
1.    18«  6  I 
I     il«3  I 
1-3,6  I 

352 
19 . 2 

2,' 
Nqtl-FEO 

[    -  222 
I'  21,8 
I     36,6  . 
I  12.2 

I  206 

P  22,.^ 
I  ""60,2 
I  .  £0»*- 

I  216 
I  23.3 
I  46,6 
I  10.8 

i       303  I 
I     32,7  I 

I  48,0  r 

1    4.5. '2  I 

927  ' 
46.6- 

3 

AID  ONLY 

I  136 
I  27,4 
I  33,6 
!  9,3 

I  77 

I  11.3 
I  22,4 
I  3.9 

I  16S 
I  23*5 
1  34,5 
.I_  8.2 

I       257  I 
I     37,3  1 
I     40.7  I 
I     12.9  I 

679 
34.2 

/ 

COLUH-N 
TOTAL 

553 
'  ?7,8 

343 
17,2 

^3.  J 

,  631 
31.  7 

1989' 
10?. 2  , 

255 1 ' 


ERIC 


■4 


TABLE  C-2,  continued 


t 


Private  2-Yfear 


COUNT 
RQH  X  ' 
COL  % 
TOT  X 


FECERaL  Al3  ONLY 


FEC  AND  NON-FEC 


NCN-FED  Alp  ONLY 

«  « 

COLUf-'i 
'  TOTAL 


SAT  SCORE 


UNDER 
^  1 

82»  TO 
"9Sa 

I  2 

952  To 
1122 
I  3 

OVER 
1120 
I  4 

'  ROW 
70'TAL 

22 
69,2 
26,7 
12,9 

I  13 
I  32,3 

•I    15, a 

I       5,3  ■ 

I    •  2 
I  2.2 
I       2.2  , 
I  0.2 

I  2 
\  3.0 
X  0,0 
I  .  0.0. 

I  32 
I  18,7 

.  19 
40>6 

22,6 

12,9 

I  38,9 
I  12,5 

I  16^,6 
I  .56.6 
j;  4,5 

I          2  ' 
I  3.9 
I-  14,8 
I  l.l' 

I  46 
I  26.9 

I  ^ 

42 
45,2 
30,7 
24,6 

I  35 
I  -37,3 
I     >5,5  • 
I  22,3 

I "  6 
I  6.3- 
I  '«3.4' 
1 .  3.4 

I  12 
I  11.? 
I  35,2 
I       6.1  ' 

1  ^ 

I  93 
I  54.3 

.  32 

•*'48,5 

62. 
36,5 

13 
7.9 

12 
7.1 

1"72 
100.2 

ERJC  ' 


25S 


\  TABLE  C-2,  continued 


F^iD£|ul.  Alo  ONLY 


FtC  AND  NON-FEO 


3 

NCN-FEO  AID  ONLY 


• 

% 

1 

* 

• 

* 

Profit-Making 

• 

SAT  'iCO'RE 

I  S2S 
I       ■  1 

3353  TO 
953  " 

I  2 

952  To 
1123 
I J  3" 

OVrR 
1120 
1  4. 

ROW 
TOTAL 

•*  * 

i  13B 
I  34,4 
I  52,6 
I  38,3 

•I  21' 
I  ■  12.1  • 
I  36,7 
I  ^5 

I  7 
I  3.1 
I.  32.9 
•I  1.4 

•  I  5 
I  2.5 
I     13. 2 

[■  213 
[  '  45.0 

I  62 
I  62,4 
I  17,5 
I  13,2 

I     -  13- 
•  I  18.1 
I  31.3 
'l  3,3 

\' — V 

I  5.6 
I  28.2 
I_  1.2 

I  14 
I  13.9 
I.  35.1 
I  2.9 

I  100 

r-  21.1 

I  113 
I     7S,  6 
I  31,3 
I  23,-9 

I        ^19  ■ 
I  llT-7 
I  32,3 

I  4.,^ 

I  8 
I'  ^  '4,9 
I  39.1 
t  _  1.6 

I  20 
I  l2.8 
I  51.7 
,1-  4.3 

[  ,-/l60 
I  33.9 

355 
7&,1 

53 
12,3 

2Z 
4.2 

40 

•  •  8,4 

47vJ 

\ 


ERJC, 


•..  257. 


Vocational 


■  SAT  SCORE  ' 


COUNT  i 

HOW  X  I> 

80'd  TQ 

'  950  To 

OVrH 

ROW 

COL  X  ^ 

302 

953 

iiae  ' 

1130 

TOTAL 

TOT  X  t 

1 

I  2 

I  3 

I  .    •  4  1 

!■  I 

I  16 

I  6- 

I  /  0'r 

117 

•  FECERAL  'AID  ONLY  I 

33,8  ' 

I  i-^ia 

I  5;i 

1/0.0  I 

47.3 

48  ,.3 

I  59,9 

I  -33.5. 

I  /  0^  I 

*  f 

38.2 

I  6,6 

I  2,4 

I  ■"•-0^0^  I 

i 

2  I 

49 

I  4 

I    -  0- 

I   ■        -4  I 

F£C  Af<-0  NOn-F£0  I 

71,2 

I  14,3 

t  0*0 

I     14.5  I 

10. a 

'  9.7 

I  13.? 

I     39,9  I 

!  1.5 

I  .  0,3 

V  J  1.6'  M 

r                 3  I 

32- 

I  7 

I  12 

1  '31 

1-04 

NCN-FEO  AIO  ONLY  I 

■  7.9 , 1 

I  6,9 

I  11.5 

I       2.5  I 

42.0 

42,3 

I  '  26,2 

I  66.5 

I     40.1  I 

•  • 

«  f 

33,2 

I    '  2.9 

i;  4.8 

I       1.0  I 

*•  * 

COLUH-v 

196 

•  27 

13  ■ 

•  A 

t-OTAL  • 

■79,1 

11.1 

7.2 

2.6 

100.2 

*  • 

.'  TABLE  C-i',  concluded 

> 

• 

» 

• 

*• « 

•  *♦ 

* 

• 

* 

p 

* 

* 

* 

- 

Other 

• 

• 

• 

« 

9 

SAT  SCORE 

• 

* 

/»  0 1  f     T  f 

«0W  X  I 
•  ^Ot  X  I 
TOT  X  I 

522 

1 

TO 

953 
I  2 

952  'TO 
■    1103  - 

1 .  3 

OVER 

1100 

t   ■  .4 

.  ROW 
TOTAL 

■ FECEPAL 

> 

AlO  ONLY  I 

.  ^                  •  f 

41,6 
33,1 

13, a 

I      ■  13 
I  37.1 
I  34,6 
l\ll,6 

I  ■  6 
I  17.1 
I     51. 1 
\^  5,4 

[ 

I  4.1 
I  10.2 
I  1.3 

I  35 
I  31,3 

/  * 
T 

«    -      2  i 
N0^4-FE!;  I 

34,5 

•  11,9 
5,1 

I  11 
I  ■  65,5 
I  29,1 
I  ^8' 

I      '  2 
I  0.3 
I  0.0 

T  3.5! 

I    *  0 
I  0.0" 

I.  0''0 
I  0.0 

I  17 
I     14.9  / 

NCN^FtD 

> 

^  1 

AID  ONLY  I 

58 
46,7 
,  58,1 
25,1 

I  It 
I  22,7 
\     36 ',4 
I  12,2 

I  6 
I  9.5 
I  48,9 
I  5.1 

I  13 
I     21  .-1 
I  39/3 
I-  11..3, 

I  60 
I  53*8 

I 

'  ^TQTAU, 

49 

43,3 

3d 
33, 6> 

12 
13.5 

'14 
12.6 

102.2 

> 

« 

/ 

/ 

ft 

^ 

/ '  ■•  ■ 

i 

f 

255  ' 

\  Packaging  of  Federal  Aid  to  1972-73  Aided  Entering  Fult-'Time  Freshmen 

by  Racial/Ethnic  Group 
;      -  ^  .and  Institution  Type  and  Control' ■ 


/ 


TOUNT 
HOW  % 

COU  X 
TOT  X 

FSCE'RAU  JlO  ONLY 


NCN-'FtO  Ale  ONLY 


Public  'f-Year 
RACIAL/ETHNIC  GROUf* 


COLUf^v 
TOTAL 


BLACK 

HISPANIC 

OTHER 

I  2 

I  3 

I  4 

722' 
74,7, 
25,4 
21,3 

I  167 
I  17,3 

I  sa^a 

I  4,9 

I 

I  4,8 
I  45.9 
I.  1.4 

I    .  -31 
I       3^2  • 
I  27.1' 
I  0.9 

637' 
'  73,5 
24,2 
23,2 

,1  U3 
I  12,9 
I  -33,9 
I  3,3 

I  32 
I       4.8  , 
I  41.4 
I,     1.2  • 

I  34 
I  3,9 
I     29.6  . 
I  1.3 

1436 
92',  5 
•  52,5 
-  42,3 

I  54 
I  3,5 
I  16,1 
I  1.6 

I  13 
I  3.8 
.1     12 .7 
I_  0,4 

I  50 
I  3.2 
I  43.4 
I  1,5 

2345 
63,3 

334 

171 
3  •  ^ 

•  114 
3,4  . 

ROW 
TOTAL 


966 
?8.5 


876 
25.8 


-15^52 
45.7 


3394 
100. .3 


2C0 


1 

« 


r 


lABlE  C-3,  continued 


.V 


Public  Z-.Year 


COUNT. -I  •  .* 

«;       low  jC. 

'caw<{  ^  \  '  ^ 

TOT  X       t     .  1 

, — . — 4j 
1  I 


RACIAL/ETHNiC  GROUP 
>3l,"ACK  ^m.sp 

2 


1 


-I 

'21 

I 
I 

\  •  -I- 


A. 


-I 


COLUMN 


I 

64  "I 

73,5 

^« 

6,4 

■26,3 

I 

-58,3  I 

•  31,2 

21,6 

I 

3.7  ,1 

1.8 

^221- 

* 

\ 

15  I 

*  38 

/76.6 

I 

13,2 

Us, 4, 

I 

13,^  I 

33.8 

l2,8 

\ 

2,3  I 

2.2 

►  —  *V  —  •  — 

T 

32  I 

32 

.87,4 

I 

3,3-  I 

3.1 

58,6 

I 

2,^^.3  I 

33.2 

4d,-7 

.1  ■ 

1,3  I 

1.7 

W34 

112, 

93 

3  3,,1 

. 

5,7 

'  7 
1.5 
*  8, -9 
■0,4 


15-  , 
5,1 

T,l«.l 
0,9 
--"--■»■ 

;  60 
6,2 
73. -0  ' 
-3.? 


82 
4.8 


^-ROW 
rOTAU 


474 
27.5^ 


,289. 


962 
55.3 


1725 


9f 


ERIC 


<  J 


T^LE  C-3»  continued 


Private  4-Year 


HNICISROUP 


COUNT 
TOT  %  , 


NCN-FEO  AJ3  ONL.Y 


CcLU^f^ 
■  TOTAi,  •■ 


^HjTr    ,     BUACK         HISPANIC  OTHER. 


1  I 


311 
32,3 
18^2 
'IP.  8 


'  47  V 
12,5 

2,j 


45,9  . 
3  9, .8 


I 
t 

I 

t  - 


81 
•3.3 
54  1 

5.1 


612  I 

91,8  I- 

5^,8  -I 

31,1  -I 


1736 
36,J 


22 
3.2 


15a 
7,6 


3 

'0.8 
13,7 
:  0.1 


13 


0.7 


5 

0.3 
25.4 
2.3 


21 


17 
4V4 
18,7 
0.3* 


45 
4.9 
50.8 
2.3 


-  27 

30.5' 
1,4 


39' 
4.5 


ROW 
TOTAL 

3/8 
19.2 


^3 
46,9 


666 
33.9 


1967 
102^.0 


% 


ERiC  ^ 


/ 


^2- 


r  ■ : 


TABLE  C-3,  continued 


r 


<  - 


Private  2-Year 

• 

» 

- 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  GROUP 

-    COUNT  I 

SLACK 

HISPANIC  OTHER  \ 

COL  X  I 

X 

TOTAL 

TOT  X  I 

1 

I  3 

I     ■      4  I 

■35  / 

1  \ 

I 

I  '0 

I           0  I 

37 

AID  ONLY  I 

9-5,  6  / 

I 

4,4 

I  0.0 

I       0.3  I 

21  .a 

•  • 

I. 

I  a.e 

1%  ?!,a  1 

20,9 

t 

1.? 

1 .  3,0 

I     2.0  I 

»  I 

2  I 

39-' 

I 

2 

I  1 

I          0  I 

94,1 

I 

.3.8 

I  2.2 

!      0.3  I 

24.6 

24,1 

I 

49,3 

,1  120..  0 

I       0.0  I 

23,1 

I 

'  '2,9 

I.-  0.5 

I     ^0.0  I 

3  I 

39 

I 

f          '  /I 
i    '  V 

I    ■  2*1 

91 

A 10  ONLY  I 

97,3 

I 

--2,3 

.  I  3,Z 

I       2.7  .1 

5^.6 

54,3-. 

i 

3",  3 

I.  3.2 

I  130.3  I 

1 
f 

.52,2 

I 

.1  3*2 

1       1.5  I 

•  4 

^S4- 

,5 

1 

2 

'  '172 

56,2 

1> 

3 1  5 

4 

'  1.5* 

103.3 

\ 


263 


ERIC 


TABLE  C-3j  continued 


•        -  / 
• 

w 

• 

• 

*  • 

* 

/ 

i 

•  * 

t 

A 

W 

■ 

Profit-Making 

COUNT 
COL  X 

Tot  X 

T    •      '  ^ 
I  1 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  GROUP 

aUACK      ,  HtSPANlC 
I      .      2     I  3 

r  4 

% 

f 

ROW 
TOTAL 

1 

AID  ONLY 

• 

I  1^8 
I  73,4^ 
I  42,7 
I  32,9 

I         43  ■ 
X  13,4 
«I  64,3 

I  3,2 

I  13. 
I  6.1 

I     82.2.  ' 

I  2.e 

r  5 

I  2.1 
1  32.6 

I  -  1.3 

I    '  215 
I     44..  9 

L 

FED  ANO 

2 

I  34 
I     32 ,6 
I  21.6 
I  17,4 

I 

I  12.1 
I  16,/ 
I  2,1 

I        •  2 

I       2.3 . 
I  2.3 
I.  2.2-, 

I  7 
I  7.2 
I  51.6 
I  »  .1.5 

I  101 
I  21.1 

f  « 

NCh-F£0 

AiO  'ONLY 

r  1 
1      69, a 

*  ^ 

1    •  U 

r  7,1 

I  15S.S. 

I        '  Z 
'X  ,  1.8 
I  17,3 
\  3.6 

T  ^ 
i  C 

I  1.4 
I  15.3 

I  100 

I  34.2 

• 

TQ  T  Al 

.);. 

338 

■  •  -61 
•  12.3 

.  16 
*  3.3 

» 

%  it 

.  479* 

1  7i7  7 

XvtJ  *  u 

•* 

• 

f 

f 

t 

* 

% 

f 

/ 

TABLE  C-3,  concluded 


Other 


RACIAL/ETHKIC  GROUP 

COUNTS  I 

Row  X       r-MlTr         31.ACK-.       JilSPANlC  OT 
COL  % 
TOT  X 


HER 


FiCEfi^l.  AID  ONL/ 


FED  AND  HON-FE: 


NCN-FEO  AID  ONLY 


.  TOTAL 


ROW 
TOT-Al, 


1 

I 

2 

I    .      3  ' 

1.41 

2-3 
79,1 

21,5  ■ 

I 

\ 
T 

2 

5,5' 
25,6 
1,5 

I  122,0 
I       4..  2 

I  2 
I  2.2 
I       0.2  ■ 

I   ■  2,2,' 

;  33 

!  27.2 

75, S 

1*.7 
13. Z 

I 
I 
T 

• 

I 

25.3 
74,4 
4.i  . 

\         '  Z 
I  3,2 
I  3,2 
I.  2.2 

'I  2 
I       3.2  1 
I       0.3  ] 
I  2^.2 

H9 
:  17.4 

.  59 

U,l 
5«.3 

f 

I 
♦ 

d 

2.2 

I          2  ' 
1  2.2 
I     i  2.Z 
!  2.Z 

T     i     ■  ' 

I  122.*^, 
i      1.1  ^ 

■62 
55.4 

• 

97 

_  38,9 

6 

5,3  - 

5  ■. 

*1 
1.1^ 

129 
133.2 

265 


S 


TABLE  (;-3,  continued 


Vocational 


COUNT 
«0W  % 

Col  X 

TOT  % 


F-CEBAL  AID  ONLY 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  GROUP 
BLACK-  OTiH£!? 


1  I 
—  "1 


39,4  I 

43.3  I 
42,6  I 


2 

8,3 
53,9 
3.9 


25     !    .  1 
95,2     I       4, a 
i-i,5     I  7,0 
12,2     i  3,5 
.  -  I  

T  7 


89 


3 

2,4 

25,6 
•i.l 


2,0 
.2,2 


3 


ROW 


1X9 
47.7 


27 
12.7 

134 


] 

I  '■ 

i 

T 
* 

-6.9 
39,1 
2.V 

I   •  7.9 
I  74.4 
I,  3.3 

!  41,6 

> 

• 

COLUMN 
,     TOTliL  * 

221 
33,2 

.  13 
7,3 

11 
4.4  , 

.> 

253 
133.3 

t 

• 

/        ^  t 

t 

A 

• 

ft 

• 

* 

/ 

»  / 

/ 

.     '  . 

• 

/ 

/ 

/ 

26G 
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TABLE  C-k 

<  •  -  ' 

Packaging  of  Federal  Atd  to  1972-73  Aided  Entering  Full-Time  Freshmen 
by  Hedian  Family  Income  at  Postsecondary  institution 

,  and.  Institution  T^e  and  Control        '  * 


Public  i»-Year  ^  ^• 


COUNT 
ROW  % 
COU  X 
TOT  % 


rtEOlAH  FAMILY  INCOME 


CCLUH'. 


Iv;^CER 
I     ^  1 

5  7»5Z2- 
I  2 

siSiegz 

I          3  I 

BOW 

I  211 
I  26,4 
!  42,9 
I  .7,6 

I  n2 

I  23,3 
I  1*,? 

}      176  I 
I     22.0  I 
I     21.7  I 
I      6.3  i 

793 
23.7 

I        Si  . 
I  12,7 
I  17,7 
I  ,3.3 

I  359 
I  49,9 
I  24,7 
I  12,9 

I      27Z  I 
I     37  ,-4  I 

'i  33,3  r 

1-9,7  I 

721 
•25*9 

I  213 
I     ^  6,9 
I    • 41.4. 
I  7,7 

1       634  • 

I  47,0 
I  24,6 

I      365  I 
I     28.9  I 
r  45.-1  I 
I     13.1  I 

1262 
45.  4 

515 
10 ,  b 

1455'  ' 
.'  32,3 

Sll 
2971 

2731 
120.3 

267 


TABLE  t-k,  continued 

s 

• 

• 

- 

♦ 

Public  2-Year  ' 

■   '  HEOIAH  FAMILY  INCOME 

• 

COUNT  . 

5.  7»532- 

31Z,5?J- 

COL  X 

15  7,5S0 

^  S15Ji522 

315,202 

TOTAL 

TOT  % 

1  1 

I     '  2 

3  I 

1 

I  152. 

I       2<s2  \ 

9  -1 

493 

A{3  ONLY 

I  37,3 

I     63,1  I 

2.2  I 

26,7 

t  27,2 

1^-^-7,1  I 

16.2  I 

■1  42,1 

■f  .^S,.  1  I 

3,6  I 

- 

F£C  AND 

2 

I  U7 

I       166  I 

6.  I 

289 

I  4S,5 

I     S7,S  I 

z.z  t 

1  21,-2 

I     13,6  \ 

10.6  I 

I.  .7,8 

I     11,3  .  J 

2,4  I 

3  ■ 

•             *^  A  .  ft 

I  Ctu 

I     '^a^  I 

42  I 

AID  ONLY 

I  35,6 

I     59,5  1 

4,9  I 

■  3^.1 

ly  51-.  a 

73.2  i 

I   -  19,2 

I   ^32,2  { 

2.6  1 

559 

54 

1506 

TQTAi, 

37,1 

3.6 

12^.0 

TABLE  C-ik,  rtontlnued 


Private  k-Year 


COUNT 
Sow  % 
COL  % 
TOT  X 


FtCERAL  AlC  ONLY 


HC  AND  N0N-FE3 


NCK-F 


-  4  ' 


TOTAL 


MEDIAN 'FAMILY  .INCOME 

3-  '  I 


iS,6 
3,6 


78 


i  ^  ^ 

<  7  A 
*  -  f  ^ 


12? 
^6-,  7 

19,3 


3'4  4 
39,? 

n,3 

r9,3 


.  '  5?  I  199 

S.i  t  33,9 

■25*,  9  'I  29,7 

2,3  !  11, «5 


671 
37.3 


15^ 
4416 
16,3 

3,5 


456 
51.9 

25,2 


^  333 
57.5 
35.6 
13.6 


■94.9 
52.3 


.TQTSL 


347 
19.2 


*  879 
48.5 


587 
32.4- 


1313 
122. -3 


•(  ■  -269. 


TABLE  C-^,  continued 


Col  X 

TOT^ 


PMvate  2-Year 


HEDIAH  FAMILY  INCOME 


FEDERAL  aid'  on  J 


3  ^fSjJZ" 
I  2 


1? 
64,2 

17.3 

12,3 


3^ 


F£C  AKQ- 

✓  1 

4,C 
3,3 

41.7 
21,! 

I  20.7 
I  30.3 
5.9 

I  23^.4 

•   *  * 

3  I 

14 

? 
* 

I  16 

I  84 

NC.N-F£D 

AID  ONLY  I 

.16,9' 

I 

64,0 

I  13.5 

I  52.9 

« 

,6o ,  6 

I 

1  '  53, '4 

*  3.^ 

« 

44,1 

I.  9.9 

-I' 

TOT  AT. 

21 
13  1^  * 

• 

67,6 

31 
19,4 

163 

lis.  3 

512,5Z2- 
Sl5,223 
3 


6 

20,1 
19.3 
•  3,8 


ROW 
TOTAL 


_  30 
.18,7 


45 


?70 


TABLE  C-^»,  continued 


Prof  If  Making  * 


.SOUNT 

Tot  % 


MEDIAN .FAMILY  INCOME^ 


tCEfiAL  AID  ONLY 


tC  AKO  NON-fE! 


CK-FEO  Alo  OM.V 


4i  COLUH< 
TOTAi. 


5  li^-itz^ 

Sl2,5ei- 

SlZi 5^3 

Sl5»2?3 

I  2 

t 

L  3 

I     •    27  , 

:    '  ^'A 

7V^ 

J  25,3 

\  3.7 

I     27,6  3 

[  69,7 

I     12,*  . 

I    •     32  ] 

2 

36,7  ' 

I  6D,a 

[  3.2 

■•'7  ■> 

I  32,6 

:  30,3 

I   i''.!  : 

-  0,8 

.  19 

I         3V  1 

33.2  ■ 

I     67,?  ] 

16,3 

I  .  39,9  1 

3.? 

.6,3 

I     17,9  I 

_    2  . .? 

115 

•6 

52.5 

44  ,  9 

2.6 

ROW 
TOTAL 


127 
48.9 


53 


58 
26 . 7 


218 


'.  7 


TABkE  t-kt  continued 


Voc;ational 


COUNT 
TOT  % 


ftCtRAL  Alo  ONLY 


NCN-FtO  AID,  ON(.y 


TOTAt 


KEDlAN  FAHitY  INCOME 

t  .7,322  M,3^Z. 
1     I  2 

—  -I  

22     I        .  3  • 
35,3*  14,2 

37.6  1/  26,2 
33»4     i  5,3 

— -  

6-1  '  2  • 

122,2  I  2,3' 

12,5  I.  d,'a  ^ 

8,5-  I  3,0  ■ 

 I  

■   '    27     I  9 

74.7  I     25, j  , 
51,9     I  73.3 
41,9    -I  •  14.2 

---  I—-  

53       •  ii 
32,.8  19,2 


P.QM 
TOTAL 


-  -23 
.35..  4 


•  6 
8w5 


37 
56/1 


65 
Ud.7 


7 


21 Z 


TACLE  C-^,  concluded 


• 

• 

- 

* 

• 

* 

- 

• 

- 

Other 

* 

MEDIAN  FAMILY 

INCOME 

rOUNT  f 

3  7 15^2 

J  i  O.I  ^  c ^ 

Col  %  I 

T3TAI 

• 

*  ^  *             -  I 

1  , 

I  2 

1  T 

5 

I      '  1 

T                     (?  f 
i                    l5   ^  ♦ 

Q 

ArlD  ONLY  I 

77,4 

•I  22,6 

I             2     0  I 

42 .  S 

I     22, a 

I       0.2  I 

33,1 

1  9,6 

I       2  .-2  •  I 

^  4 

2 

I  ^  2 

t              ^  T 

o 

FiC  AND 

3,3 

!  i&l,3 

i            » 2  ^ 

0,3 

I  ^li^ 

I     50.1  I 

• 

^  t  ^ 

r       i  ^  i 
I      1^  t  i 

I      9*4  I- 

3  "l 

0 

I  ^ 

t         i  I- 

5 

Aid  ONLY  I 

^  2 

'  T  715 

I     28.5  ^ 

32,7 

Z.Z 

I  ^8,5 

I     49.9  . I 

• 

■  { 

1 

S,2 

I  23%^ 

I      9,3  I 

,      ^  ft 

'column 

5 

7 

3 

14 

TOTAi, 

*-  • 

13,1  _ 

'  13.7 

120.0 

t 

■     ,«  • 

• 

> 

C  * 

'  9 

1 

* 

* 

• 

• 

- '  -                '  / 

^  .  ~  ■  ■'  . 

.  .  .     TABLE  C-5             '              '                     '          .     •  ' 

\                ^                                      *         .  . 

'  Packaaina  'Of  Federal  A'id  to  IStVzS  Aided  Entering  Ful  l 

-Time  Freshmen 

bv  Median  Freshman  Ach i evement/Ab i  1> 

Score  at  Postsecondary  Institution 

and  Institution 

t^e  and  Control 

'  s 

r  --'  . 

% 

*  4 

• 

« 

*  ^ 

'  *        -  1 

Public  ii-Year 

CT3UNT  ] 
HOW  X-  1 
COL  J5.  1 

Tot  5{  j 

MEDIAN  SAT  SCOilE  '  ' 

WNCE^  "    .  83*5  TO       95-2  Tq  OVEH 
,   5Z2     -      '9^2      •       1122         1122  ■• 
.      '     1    r         2-1  -31-4 

'TOTAU 

fsceral  aid  only 

f 

116     I     ' 232 
[    -11,9     I  t23,3 
I     31,8     I  37,6 
[      -3,4     I      6, a 

I       531  -r  I  *  96 
I     54'.4     I  9.9 
I  •  27.1     ^  19.^ 
I     15.4     I  2.8 

I   '  975 
I  28.3 

ft  ' 

Ik 

<£ 

F£C  aNo  nok-fe: 

[       11<     I    •  131 
[     12,3^    I  1-4.6 

E    31,4    I    21 ;  2. 

[       3,3     I  3,3 

L      473     I   '  174 
I     53. Z     I  19.5 
I     24.1    ;  "'3.4.9 
I,  13,^7     I  5..1 

I       89.2  ■ 
I  25.9 

•  •               •                    -   '         *       —  . 

■  '3 
.    -    NCN-FtO  AID  OKlY 

• 

134     I  25** 

a, 3-  I  16,^ 

[     36,3     I  ■  41.2 
[       3,9     1  "7.4 

I  .  *95,6     'l  229 
I   -60.6     I  1415 

I     27.8     I  ^  6.7 

I     1574  ; 

I     45.7     ■•     •         '  ' 

* 

_  ♦ 
■I          *  * 

COL'J."^- 
TOTAt 

364  6J.7 

* 

I 

19-6.'  -^v--^?^ 
.57.^       ■  l4-r5- 

*  '  ,                         ^  ^^^^^^ 

3441 
l^Z.  2 

t                   '  , 

• 

•  i 

>^  A 

• 

* 

->  * 

ERIC 

» 

«  • 

v;  . 

•    .  .-  .  « 

*  4 


TABLE  continued. 


'         •  '  Public  2-Year 


-Col 

TOT  % 


MED  1 AH  SAT  SCORS 


SOW 
«f  TOTAL 


TOTAL 


■'1767 


'/    TABLE  *C-|,  continued  .  ^ 


.   ..  1 


TOTAI.N 


4 

• 

* 

Prfvat^  t^eac 

< 

Row  % 

•  * 

I  822 
i    •  1 

•  MEDIAN  SAT' SCORE 

3355  7KJ  --,  95(2  -Tq 

■  '\  1X22 
t    *  •    2  -'I    ,  i 

avrH 

11.^^1 

I  4 

1 

feceral^j^o  only 

I     '  41 
I  12.7 

I         96  J 
4  25.1- 
I     23,7  . J 

^       ''^'^  .  1 

\  .172 
45,2- 
16.9 

.  * 

I        74  \, 
I-  M9.2 
I     l3",5  . 
I  '3.7 

I        Ti  - 

I  29,9- 
I  1.5 

I      .1^2  I 
I     42.6*  I 

I    ~7,i'  I 

475  - 
52.8 
46,5  ' 
23.7 

I       237  ■  ' 
I  32.8 
I  52.-6- 
I-  14.4 

3 

^CA-F£0  Al3  ONLY 

1       *  23 
\  4,1 
I  23.5 
I  ■  1.4 

I-*-       96  1 
!     14,1  I 
f    23,7  I 
I        4,S  I 

374  ' 
54.7 
.  36,6 
18.7 

I  €95 
I  27.1' 
I     34.0  • 
I       9,3  . 

.  TOTAL 

I 

I 


"I 


332 
19.1 


I  • 

I 
I 
I 


934 
46.7 


683 
34.2- 


98 
4,9 


16,7 


1222 
51.2 


546" 
27.3 


199< 


-— .  < 


TABLE  C-5,'  continued 


Private  2-year 


.  '  CtJUM' 
X  Row  X.  • 

Col  X 

•      TQT  X 
F£C£RAU-  Al3  ONiY 


.NCN-F£q_>Io'  ONLY 


HEDlAti  SAT  SCORE. 

.  i 

55a  TO 
1   -^'.t  -2 


I 


95Z  TO 
3 


totIl 


I      ^  7 

I 

3  a  I 

«^ 

I        37           -  . 

I  13.1' 

I 

1    -21.3.  ^ 

I  47,6 

I 

22,3  I 

I          ■  ' 

:  *  3,^ 

I 

17,?  I 

0.2 

■X  

~  6 

I  47 

;  ^6.2. 

I  1 

13.2 

I  26,5 

I  -.19,9 

I 

^25,3  I 

47.9 

[  1,6 

.1 

3.5 

1*  .          .          •  - 

I  5 

I 

SI  I 

7 

I  9y- 

5,2 

r 

a  7-,  3  1 

.7,2 

J     52.5  ' 

32,5«o 

j>4,4  1 

"52.1 

I       '  t 

2,6 

I 

.  3.S 

14 

149 

13 

176 

3,2 

a4, 7 

7.3 

■  1-23.3 

V'. 


277 


- 1  - 


.1 


TABCE  C-5,  continued  > 


4.  C' 


~v 


-  COUNT  ; 
COL  X 

TOT  X       I  II 


■  P.-oflt-MakIng 
MEDIAN  SAT  SCORE 


FiCERAL  AID 


\ 


TOTAL 


QdK  TO      95Z  70  ^OW 
9^3        •     li33         .  TOl'it, 


12 


93,9  I 

46,7      I  >4,4 

42,5     !  2,1 


32 
81,3 
13,7 
17,^ 


I 


6 

2.^ 
15.8 
a, 6 


lo2    -I  '  5 

'93,2     I  3,4 

34,6'?"  I  -29,3 

31,4;  I 

 It  • 

439  15? 

91,^     ■  3,!5 


3 

1»5 
12,7 
2.7 


16 
15.9 
63,9 
3.3 


6 

3.6 
23.4 

.  1.2 


25 
5.2, 


218-  )  , 
457F 


121 
21.2 

t63 
33,8 


4^ 

130  ;«a'- 


3 


/.■■ 


* 

#  — ' 

TABLE  C-?,. 

• 

contlnifed 

* 

* 

— --^^  

— 

Vocatiorral 

« 

COL  X 
•  TiDT  X  . 

•MEDIAN  SAT  SCORE 
T            1  -    ?            2  f 

sow 
•TOTAL 

■  ''        '  1 
f'ECERiL  Alo  ONLY  • 

\       U2  I 
I     93.9  1 
I   .  47,6  I 
\     44",  6  1 

7  •  I 

46, ^  I 
2f  ?  I 

119 

— y^-- .J 

■  I 

«  A 
C 

V      2i>  I 
I     93,4  I 

I  '  13,6  I 
I       9,9  J 

2  I 
6,6  t 
11,3  J 
•  ^,7  I 

27  • 
10.6 

'  3 

I         99  .1 
I     93,7  I 
I     41.9  t- 
l     39,3  : 

7     J  ■ 
6.3  I 
42,5  1 

■2.7^-  1 

.  125 
41.9  - 

ecLu.*", 

•  .   ■ VOTAL 

236 
93, .3  •  ^ 

-  15 
»  6,2 

252 
1^2.2 

•  9 

*  •* 

♦  '  * 

4 

\      \  ■  * 

ERIC  • 
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TABLE  C-5>  concluded 


Other 


CCL  % 
'VoT  X 


H^DIA«  SAT  score' 


f  a?' 


-I  '47 

I:  37,7 

'                        3     I  52 

NCN-rro  Air  0Si,1?  i  36.1 

,          'I  45. C 


3^i£  TO 

95Z  ?0 

953 

TOTAL 

1 

1   ■  2 

I 

3  . 

35 

I  3 

I 

1  i 

:•  36 

f  V 

I  3,^ 

•I 

.  '3.7  1 

.  31.4 

.7 

I 

17.1  1 

,2 

I  3'|2 

I 

172  ~  \ 

 I—  " 

^  1 
.  5,3     I  6.8 

.  2  ^  5 
.5.5     I       3.6  ■ 
75,7s«I  66.2 

2,5  I  4.5 
-------- J  

'         t  .8 
-     ^|7  6.3  ' 


19 
16  ,-4 


.62 
52,2 


115 


i 


1 


ERIC 


TABLE  C-6 


Packaging  of  Federal  Aid  to  1972-73  Aided  Entering  Full -Time  Fresh?nen 
by  InstHution  Tuition  Dependence  / , 

'and  Institution  Type  and  Control 


Public  4-Yeaf 
y 

TUITION  AS  SHARE  OF  ' 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET 


COUNT 
Row  X 
COL  % 
T3T  % 


I 


F£C£RAL  Ale  ONLY 


F£C   ANO  NOs-^£n 


NCK-FPO   Ale  Qf'LY 


UP  TC  .22  2^  Tq  a;;  _^vrp  t^z^. 
i*    I  2     I     •  .3 


1*33 

25.1 
'  5,8 


C^LJH^ 


17.6 
23,2 
4,6 


322 
21,2 
47,9 

9.* 


•  672 
29, Z 


.  4^ 

23.6 
1.5 


.6is     I  62 

I  7.5 

26-,  6     I  30.6 

I9t6     I  2.Z 


1231 
/2.3 
44,4 

32,7 


2321 
73,6 


92 
6.5 
45.8 
2.9 


'2Z2 
6.4 


Ton,, 


923 
23.6 


ff25 
•26.2 


1425 
45.2 


3152 
1^2.2 


281 


/ 


ERIC; 


TABLE  C-6,  continued 


Private  k-Y^ar 


r 


TUITIOH  AS  SHARE  OF 
IKSTRUDTIONAL  BUDGET 


Row  X 


iwS        '21  2S?  "^C  6?-  OVeS  5:;;  kOw 


AL  4ir  OS; 


4 

^  T 
T 

t 

? 

* 

9 


3  I 
t/ 1  /  i 

2.1  T 


74 

2.9  ,  6 

•  3,8. 


r 


3  I 

2^,^  ■  'l 
2,2  { 


41,2 
■5,t 


I 

I  .62,6 


!  3^ 
I  >  31.3 


IP 


26V  . 


3  I 

 ^-r 

.2>7  .  I 
79.5  I 
17.7  I 
15.1  I 

 .1 

316  r 

57.7  i 
43.5  I 

n.5  I 


56a 
35.9 

3^.8 

2a. 9 


I 


1631 
.55.5 


373 


9Zd 
47,3 


662 
33  m7 


■-  1965 


^  T 


*  4 


ERIC 
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•I 


TABLE  contlaued 


Public  2- Year 


COUNT  f  J 


Tuition  as  share  of 
instructional  bucfget 


Row  X 
COL  %' 
TCT  %• 


JwP  TO  22  22  T'O  63  OVER  d?.^ 
I  P£^CtV^     PE^C&N'  ^£=?C£^' 


ROW  . 
TOTAL 


'  4^45 
27,3 


52  g-- 

1?»2 


.  901 
54.7 


1  J<j .  t! 


2S3 


id 

ERIC 


TABLE  C-6,  continued  \ 


-  s 


\ 


f 


Private.  2- Yea r 


COUNT 

CCL  % 
TOT  % 


.  TUITION  AS  SHARE  OF 
INSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET 


22  TO  -62  ■OVE='  62 
?rs?CENT  PtHCZfil 


feCeral  -aid  o^ly 


F^C  AKD  NOn-FE: 


TCTAt 


^0^ 
'CTal. 


(M  1 

»  ; 
( 

'  1          /j5  I 

6 

iS,2 
3,5 

27-1 
i     82,2  \ 
I     22, a  1 
J--   16.2  i 

33 
19,7 

S 

13,4 

26, Z 
•  5,3 

I    V  3^  J 

I     31,6  I 
'!     27,5.  I 
I     22,2  I 

<5 
27.2 
> 

13 

i       7r  I 

179,9  1 
I     5  *2  ,  5  ■  I 
I     !2,4  J 

39  ' 
53.1  . 

22 

:9.2 

135  : 

A-6.7 

•i23.r 

VI  • 


ERIC 


TABLE  C-6,  continued 


4  « 


P.  ■■ 


Prof it-Hd^ihg\ 


COUNT  ; 

Row  X  : 

COU  X  ' 
TOT  X 


CO.LUHS 
»  fOTAi, 


TUITION.  AS  SHARE  OF 
I NSTRUCT I  ONAt  -BUJiQET 

1^2  TO         gVE^  62 
PrR(;r^jT  PERCENT 
2     1  i.  ' 

'4  9J« 

dZZ'i2     I  46,6 
1,9     I  .45,7 

0   ■  t   ".'  48 

•Z.^      i  24,7 
J, 2'^  I     24,2  ' 

    ♦  

I  '  -  - 

2     1  -56 

2,2      r  23,7 
!    ,23, -2 

—  — — T  —I 

*     4  '193  - 

1,_9  95,  i 


94 
-4  7 . 6 


48 
24,2- 


•56 
23.2 


197 
120.? 


2S5 


ERIC 


TABLE  C-6,  continued 


Vocational-: 


F£,C  AKO 


COUNJ 
RCW  X 
COL  % 
TOT  X 


AID  ONLY 


3 


•  TUITION  AS  SHARE  OF 
.  IMSTRUCTIONAL  BUDGET 

;UP  TS  22  22  To  60  OVER  6S 
P£RCEST     PERCENT  P£Rq£NT 

:  -1.    I       .  2   .1     .  3 


^     I  -P"!  •  18 

17,5     I     11,3     I  ■  7-0^,7 

52»3     I     49,5     I  ,  33,2 


6,3 
2 

21,3- 
2,6 


I 

•I- 
I 

I. 

r 


3,i5 


25,5 

•  4 
68.1 
7.1 
■5,5 


'—--I  'I  : 


V 


CGLUH»>. 
TOTAL 


2 

26,4 
3,2 


4 

6<: ,  ? 


32 
82,7 

59,9 

<6,2 


— I  


3 

12,1 


7 

10,3 


77,2 


TOTAL- 

.  25-. 
36,1 


6 

3,0 


33  A 
55.9 


69 


..^86 


ERIC 


5\  • 


TABLE  concluded/ 


4  > 


Other  , 


TUITION  AS  SHARE  OF 
INSTRUCT  rORAL  BUDGET- 


HCW  %      .Isl?  TO        2^  Tq  62  OVER  6" 

COL  X    4  p£ScesT.    pssc^-nt  pe'^cent 

TOT  ?{■      I  .1 


I 


F£C£84L   AID  ONLY   \     •  Irt 

r  -2,2 
T  r 

-J— 1 

2     1-  II 
F£C  AND  -NON-FE:     I  ■  ■32-,6  I 


I  i 

1/ 


2 
2 


2  fli 

I       6,7  I  t.S 

.•     '-I----- I-  

3.1       >    I-  \  1 

^C^'-Ft3  Alo  ONLY  I  '    2/2  r"'  25-, 

/   T^-  .\       2,2  -I*  liJo* ,  d 

"I    '2-^2'  i       P I 

.    TOTAL     •  •'  •  6,1  .8,3  1 


8 

57.,  4 
-58,8 


13 
S4.9. 


TOT  At 


'  5 
29.3 


^  15 
120.0' 


ERIC 


TABLE  C-7  : 


r      4  .. 


Packaging  of  Federal  Aid  to  J972-73  Aided  EnteVing  TuU-Time  Freshmen  ^  \ 

/'      .  s  by  Avallabje  Institutional  Aid  Fund5>  .  •     '   .  V 

_        '      .      •  i     ,and  institution  Typ^  and  ContrgV" 


*  s 


Pub  Ac  ^TYear 


DISCRETIONARY-^'lO  FUND5 
AS  SHARE  OS  ■ 
STIJDENT  BUDGET 


/ 


\ 


COUNT. 
Row  5{ 
COL  X 
TOT  y, 


fEEERAL  AlQ  ONLY 


FEC  AND  NCaj-FE":; 


NCtv-FEt)  AID  ONLY 


COLUMN 
'TOTAL 


.UP.  T9-  5  . 
PERCENT 

'  1 

0V^£«?  5,  ■ 
PERCE'NT 
I  2 

TOTAL 

321 

1 

28, 3~ 
E  .  IZ.** 

I  567 
i;  63,?  1 
I     29U  1 

sBs:' 

'28.8  - 

[  321 
[  37.4 
E  26,5 
[  9,8 

I     ■  504 
I    -62-,  6' 
I  '  25,9 
I  I6if 

*  ^ 

I     ,8«f5  . 
;  26.1 

[  ^13 
[■  37,^- 
[  45,2 
I  16,6 

I  ^75 
I     63, a  • 
I      45  ,i 
1    '23,4  ' 

E  1393 
I     45.^  ^ 

il35 
36,8  ■ 

> 

1946 
.  63.2 

3331 
•  130.2 

k 
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TABLE  C-7,  continued 

V  '  A. 


ir 


I*' 


V 

PuW  ic  2-Year 


DISCRET^OHARY.A^0  FUNDS 
AS  SHARE  OF 
STUDENT  BUDGET 


COUNT 
Row-  X 
COU  «  ' ' 
.   ■  *.        '  TOT'» 

"♦T-  ' 

I. 

iFSCE'RAL  AID  ONLy 


;   hCN-F£0  AID  ONLY 


COLUMN 
fO'TAL 


[UP  TO  .5     OVER  5       •  R^w 
PERCENT  PEKCENT  TOTAL 
1     I  2'- 

*312  I  '  '123 

71,-7;  I  '23,3 

26,9  I     27,4  • 

15,4  I  '7,7 

---t— I  ^- 

237     I  57 

53. 6  I  49,Jl 
2^,4  '  I  £2,7 

14.7  I  3,5 

—  r 

639     I  26^9 
49,3     I  ^  33,7  . 
52,6-1  -59,9 
,27,9     I     16, S 

r---'  1  

1158  453  1607 

'72/2        '  23»0  l2ff,0 


V  4-3 


•2a9 


-3  ^ 


— 


"TABLE  C-7,  continued. 


Private  4- Year    .  • 


OlSCRETlOHARY  AID  FUNDS 

AS  SHARE  OF   ^  ■ 

STUDENT  BUDGET 
f 

coyNT   I  '  ." 

Row  X  lUP  TO  5  OV£R  5  ^ 
•.COU  X      r  PERCENT.  PfKCENT 


TOT  X       I  *t 
—  I—-  

.      1  ^  I  96 
FSCERAU  AID  ONUY  j     26,9  , 
-    •     I     IS, 6 
I  5,2 


-I  

.1  -223 
I  24,2 
I     42,9  <\ 


3     I.  ,   2Z«  - 
NCN-FEO  Alc  ONL'^^  !  31,6 
■     I  33.5 
r^l2,5 

COLUHF;      .  513 
TOTAJ.  27.2 


RO*-*  • 
'TOTAL 


19«9 
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'  TABL^  C-7,  continued 


■  i 


Private  2-Ye3r 


Iw?  TO"  5     OVE^?  t 
'I  PZ^SlNl  P£H-C£N'T 

•  2 


/  DISCRETIONARY  AID  FUNDS 

>AS  SHARE  OF  ^ 

•      •  ^STUD.ENT  feUOGET 

»  ••     1-   . 

COCJNT 
'    COL  % 
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h-— I--— 

'.It  16 
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I  .  i8,6 
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-I— -  — 

•  •  2.    I  28 
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/    .  .■  Hi  2^.7 
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/./        COLUMN       ■        88  -69 
,      -  TOTAL  56.2  -43,8 


ROW ' 
TOTAL 


33 
21,  Z« 


45 

2a. 5- 


79 
53,4 
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TABLE  C;/7.  continued 


Profit-Making' 

OI^RETiONARY  AID  FUNDS  ' 
-AS  SHARE  OF 
'  STUDENT  BU{)GET  * 


4  . 
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,1  \  

I 

I  ■ 
I 

•I. 

I 


F£C  a'^D  UQH'VIZ 


^CN-FEO  A|o.  ONLY  I 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


7 

.  1  ■ 

■  ik  I 

'25- 

,7 

I- 

69,  j  I 

26, Ji 

.'J 

■  I . 

39,9  I 

U 

I 

l^.V  I. 

I 

6  I 

I 

29,2  I 

23. r 

t  ^ 

I.' 

f  *t 

i 

.-I-. 

42 
46,0 


ROW 
TOTAL 


44 

.50^6 
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TABLE  C-7,  continue^ 


\ 


COUNT 
Row  % 
COL  % 
TOT  X 


Vocational 

DISCRETIONARY  AID  FUNDS 
AS  SHARE  OF 
j.STUOENT  BUDGET 
% 

fv?  TO  5  OVEH  5  • 
I   P^^J'CENT  f>€KCENT 

I      '     1  .  I        .  -  2 


.  Row 
TOTAL 


1  '  I  22 
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•                   I  39,9 
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♦ 

^  2  I 
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N-FED  A  1 9  ONLY  I   123, J 
I  52.1 


CCLUf^s 
TOTAL 


i 


TABLE  C-7,-  concluded 


Other. 


r 
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DISCRETIONARY  AID  FUNDS 
AS  SHARE  OF 
STUD.ENT  BUDGET 


1  I 

FECEfiAL  AID  ONLV 

I 


FEC  AND  •NC»J-FEC 


t   1  , 


.•(a-FED 


-I- 

A  I-:   ONLY  i 
I 
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TOTAL 


0      T        •  4 
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3^3 
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I—  I— 

J'  .      3       -  ? 
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- 1 
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*P  TC  5     OVER  5 

"  ROW 
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r 
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TCTAL 

.1 

4 

35;-5 


3 
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36.9 
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CHAPTER  V  •/ 


*        PATTERNS  DF  FIMANCIAL  AID  OFFERS.  TO  1972  HIGff  SCHOOL  GRADLTATES 

Student  financial  aid,  among  otfSr  factors,  influences  both  decisions 

whether  to  enroll  and  where  to  enroll.    The  s*4gnlf icance  of  differences  In  net 

'        "  .  *  '* 

price  (costs  of  attendance  minus  student  aid)  on  enrollment  and  choice  decisions 

,  .    ^        :  " —  •      •  .       .   •  *  ^ 

has  *been  ar  subject  of  conslde'rable  research  and  debate.    Part  of  ^the  debate 

centers  on  Jnst  tfutional  behavior-:    to  wtrat  extent  are  financial  aid  packages 

'~  tfteir  aroouht  ^and  composition  —  used  to  induce  students  to  eprojl  at  in- 

dividual  institutions?    '  .  #  ^ 

This  chapter  provides  a  descriptive  view  of  the  financial  aid  packages 

'offered  by  two  ^r  three  alternate  institutions  to  the  satp^ prospective  post^. 

secondary  student.    The  data  extend  the  analysis  of  the  distribution  of  actual 

'  *  * 

awards. pre'sen ted  in  Chapter  IV  by  including  ai'd  offers'from  institutions  con- 

*  *         *  '  « 

sldered  but  not  attended.    The  data  will  alsogpxwK^  a  bridge  to  the  multi-* 
varla'te^analysis  of  packaging  in  Chapter  Specifically,  we  argue  here  ^hat 

aid  offers  at  crtternate  institutions  do  not  differ  fundamentally  from  aid 
actual  ly*  received.    Hence,  an  examination  of  the  p^c(^:aging_of  .aid  distributed 
also  provides  a^^good  representation  of  aid  offered^at  alternate  choice  Insti- 
-tut  ions/ 

Earlier  reseaj/'ch  on  financial  -  aid  offers,  has  been  quite  sketchy 


_/Other  studies  have  considered  the  influenced  tt\  th6  packaglngiof  aoiual* 
^awards.    See  Friedman  and  TTiompsbrT  0371);  Friedman,  £1       (1973);  ColleSge 
Entrance  Examlna^3^  Board,  (1971)*,  Spies  (1973)  reported^fthat  aid  packages  ^ 
offered  by  up  'to  three  highly  selective  Institutions -to  applicants  tended  t^o*' 
{?e'quHe  similar  In  amount  (as  was  their  practice),  but  differed  In  composi- 
ti^on  (i.e.,  relatively  more  or  less  grant  and  scholarship  aid).    No  effort  was 
made  to^search  for  the  source  of  these  differences.      *      '     *  \  ' 


3& 


Using  information  provided  by  1972-73  freshman  financial  aid  Applicants,  Jones 
(1975)  found  larger,  more-  favorable  aid  packages  were  offered  to  the  better 
qualified  higK  school  graduates  (as  measured  by  their  ACT  scores).    In  a,receht 
study  employing  the  NLS,  'G,  Jackson  (1977)  har  provided  g  more  compreKens^i ve 
view  of  the  effects  of  financial  aid  offers^on  enrollment  demand  ano  i.nsti- 

r 

tution  choice.    Of  interest  for  this 'report,  Jackson  identified 'f ami ly^ income  . 

or  SES,  racial/ethpic  ^roup*,  and  high  schoo]  grades  or  standardized  test  scores 

as  key  Influences  on  the  probability  of  receiving  an  aid  offer*.    In  addition^ 

to  these  factors,  student  costs  of  attendance  and  the  median  achievement  test 

score^  for  the  freshmen  class  signif  icantly^  influenced'  the  amount  of  financial 

aid  offered,  '  .  ■  * 

•  »  * 

Of  equal  idterest,  Jackson  reported  that:    (l)  a  majority  (55  percent)  of 
entering  freshmen  applied  toAply  one  institution;  and^  (2)  of  tho^e  applying 
td*more  than  one  institution,  the  key  attributes  of  the  alternate  choices 
were  qui te  sibi lar.    Taken  together,  these  findings  suggest' that  differences 
among  aid  offers  to  individual  students  emerge  more  from  differences  In 
institutional  attributes,  §uch  as  budgets,  than  ffom  attCTpts  by  sfmilar  - 
institutfons  to  co<npete -for^desi  red  students.  -    ,         •    .  ^ 

The  data  presented  below  reinforce  these  conclusion^.    Of  those  acpepted 
to  at  least  One  postsecondary  institution,  nearly  two-thirds  applied  to  and 
were  accepted  at  a  single  institution.    Further,  those  with  multiple  aid 
offers  recorded  remarkably  similar  packages.  "     :^  • "       ,  . 


A»     Measurement  of  the  Variables'  ,      ^  * 

The  packaging  of  financial  aid  offers  is  presumed, to  be  infTuenced  by 
..selected  student  and  institution  attributes  —family  income,  student  ach^eve- 


I 
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ment/abll ity, ' raclal/ethnrc  group. .In^ti tut ion  type  and  controU,  and  institution 
selectivity.    The^e  variables,  Have  beexi  defined  above. 

.    Thfe  financial  aid  offer  data  come  from  Items  82  to  8^, of  the  First  Follow- 
Up  survey  instrument-     Importantly,  the  rlumber  of  respondents  who  identified 
.themselves  aa  enrotled  in  posxsecondary  education  In  this  section  differs  sub- 
^tant ially  .f fora  the  counts  obtained  in  Section  B  of  the  questionnaire  apd  through 
telephone  follow-up  interviewsv    We  ma^e  no  attempt, to  reconcile  these  differences 
hereT^/  '  ' 

To^.examifie  patterns  of  aid  offers,  institutional  alternatives  applied,  to  '  ' 

/  .  .  .  ♦  • 

^  tfut  not  accepting  the  respondent  were  excluded.  Simply,  aid  o^'fers  would  ndt 
be  forthcoming  from -insti  tut  ions  which  rejected  an  application  for  admission. 
As  a  result,  a-number  of  respondents,  listing,  one,  two  or  three  choices  were  . 

^Identified  as  having  no,  one,  or  two  "'potential"  aid  offers.  The  analysis  * 
sample,  therefore,  includes  only  those  respondents- who  have  applied  to  and 

beeo  accepted*at  least  one  postsecondary  institution*  ' 

-  *        t,  •  ^ 

Respondents  were* 'asked,  to  rank  their  choices,  although  the  exact,  mean ing* 


/A  comp3rison  of  simple  .descriptive  statistics  indicates  tHa^c  the  aid  offer' 
Tample  includes  slightly  lower  income^ -Icwer  ability,  and  .Dore  minority  re- 
spo;idents  than  the  enrolled  sample  {employed  , in  Chapters  IV,  VI,  and  VI  fl),. 
,Specifical ly  among  respondents  in  fhe  enrolled  sample^  mean  available  income 
{AYj^).came  to  $^,046,  mean  ^AT  score  measured  8o&,  and  .the , racial/ethnic  dis- 
'  tributlon  broke  down  to  81.8  percent  whtte,  10.8  percent  black,  and  3-2  per/ 
cw^t.  hispanic.    From  the  aid  bffer  sample,  mfean  available  income  amounted 
to  $3,765,  inean  SAT  score  measured  763,  and  whites,  blacks  and  hispanlcs 
accbunTed"  fo r~ 75 .T"pe r ceh t,  IZ.b  percent,  and  3,6  percertt  of  'the' res pondents 
respectfvely .  - 

These  differences  are  . as  one  -would  expect,  since*  the/a|d  offer  sample 
included  those  who  did  /lot  enroll.    In  general,  £he  compari'sons  sugsest  that^ 
mining  data-and  non-respons6  biases  in  the  aid-offer  sample  may  not  be  so  - 
large  as  to  preclude  drawing  useful  'inferences'. from  the  available,  reported  • 
data*  •  5  ,       ♦  *  • 


to  be.  attached  to  thpsf  rankings  Is  unclea'r,^/  The  alternatives  have  been  ^ 
r^-oVdered  in  the  tables  below  according  ^to  the  size  of  the  total  aid  package. 


B.      Patterns  of^Financial  Aid  Offers 


Reported  aid  offer's  w)thin  selected  .student 'and  instl tutio^^al  groups  are 


iti^al 

presented  below.  ^     •  -  ^* 

in  Ta|3l^  V-1,  aid^ffers  to  respondents  accepted  at  one,  two,  or- three 

postsecondary  institutions  are  shown.    Note,  particularly,  that  only/36  per- 

cent  of  all  NLS  respoodents  applied  to  and  were'  acceptedvat  more  than  one 

Insti tUtl^on  (an  estimated  33^,500 , with  two  institutions,  155,900  with  three). 

Nearly  two-thirds  of  all  entering  freshmen  apparently  .weighed  Only  one 

"potential"  aid  offer.    This  finding  suggests?  ^e  e^jtent  of  possi,ble  price 

* 

competition  may  be  limited.  "  f 

^  '  '  '     •     •      '  .  .  •       ^    ^      ^  ;  ' 

Of  those  with  mirttiple  acceptances,  the  key  difference  In  the  financial 

aid  offer  data  appeared  to  be  the  shares  receiving  more  than  on^  aid  offerr. 

Specifically,     7  '  percent  of  respondents  with  ty«D  acceptances  reported 

-receiving  two  ai^  offer  packages.    Abqut  22  percent  of  those  with  two  accept- 

•      •  '  * 

ances  receive'd  only  ^one  offer.    The  differences  in  multiple  aid  offers  were 

1- 

even  more  pronounced  among  the  '1^72  high  schoo]  graduates. accepted  at  Jhree 

'        '  -       *  -     .  ..  ..   J  , 

institutions.    Of  thes^,*^  percent -recekved  three  offers,  10  percent  received 

two  offers,  and  33  per^nt  received  a  single  offer'of  aid.        '     ^      <  . 


_/As  'S:.  Jackson  (1977)  points  out,  a  first  choice  could  be  the  Jnstitutiion 
attended  or  be  a  favored  alternative  which  was  not  attended  due  to  financial 
or  other  reasons.    The  bias.cojj-ld  operate  in  either  direction  and  incon- 
sistently among' respondents;    Hence,  the  meaning  of  the  ranking  is  unclear. 


.    TAfBLE  V-1  •       .       .         *  ' 

A  Coniipa'r!son  of  Financial')  Aid  Offers  to  1972  High  School  Graduates 
Acceptecj  at;  One -or  More  Postsecorfdary  Institutions 
'    ^     (Dollar  anwuhts  based  on  aid  recipients  withfa  group) 


One  Institution 
Only  a  ' 


/ 


.''Two  Institutions* 
'  ^  Only  a    ,  . 

Sdiool  1    School  2 


.  Three  Institutions  ^ 
SchooT  I  School  -2   SdiooT  T 


Rercent  Attending 


8-1.85 


31.59 


<62r70.  •  16.89 


9erzent  Receiving' Of fer^ 

.29.30  ' 

S.83 

*      '  * 

"  1>.'»9 

.  ^    OF  THOSE  RECEIVING  OFFERS T  - 

• 

SI. 023      :  ' 

* 

Total  Aid  Offered 

Si ,ZoO 

S952  • 

$1  ,'»o9^ 

$1 ,3oO 

'  Scholarship  ASd  Offered 

* 

586, 

•903 

952 

'  Job  Aid  differed 

..  . 

128 

.    ,  .110 

vvLoan  Aid  Offered  ■ 

« 

.  '  i»8'l 

'  i.51 

32'i 

"    •    '/  • 

Veighte<^ .  n    (000 's) 

1        -     ,    \       .  , 
1 

• 

•  33^.5 

■  33^.5  ^ 

V 

155.9 

t 

155:9. 

,*  4 

< 

'#              X  • 

t 

* 

^5,•30 

'».52 


$1,372 
'  ..951' 

66 

"155.9 


a    Includes  only  institutions  which  have  accepted  appl icant*    Schools  rartked  accohding  to 
t   amount  of  total  aid  offered,    .     '  . .      .         ^  ^ 

ERIC:  .  •    ,   -     .  .  ;      ^"^t  .  '    '■  ' 


"^He  differences  probably  enferges  from  the  InstTtutlonal  * 
options  selected.    Those  with  three  aid  (^ers  were  nxDre  ilkely"  to  have  beefi 
accepted  at  and  considering  private  and  highly  selective  colleges.    The  rnuRIple 
offers  were  helping'  to  nfee^t  the  greater  costs  of  attendance  (hence,  greater  need) 

•  at -these  institutions.         '  '  '  '      /  ^ 

.  .  .  •  .      ^  , 

,  ,Vhen  average  aid  offers  to  those  receiving  offers  are  compared,  a  remarkable 

•  *    '  .        '       '     ^'  '-^    '  >         '  -         -    '  /• 
similarity  in  the  amounts  aod  composition*  of  the  pjfers  is^apparent.    Of  those- 

*  ^ '  *  *  •  *  ^ 
With  two  acceptance/,  .the  amounts  of  each  type  of  aid  tended  to  be  greater 

at  school  1.    Notably,  the  somewhat  larger  aid  ^a'ckages  reflected  the  larger 

,  share  of  private  iastitutions  withfn  this  group,    similarly,  of^  those  wltir  — 

*  .  •  •  \ 

three  offers,  school  1  packaged  a  somewhat  greater ^amount  of  aid  (about 

N         •        ^  .    ■  *  •  ^  • 

$1,W9)  particularly  loan  aid  C$^51  c^Jmpared  to  about  $350  for  school  i2  and  3 

pffers).    As  no^ed  ea/lier,  however,  school  1  offer^g  aid' tended  to*  fte  pri vat;^.  • 

and  highly- selective.    Hbnce,  differences  in  student' costs  can  account  for  the.  * 

*  *•  I  . 

}'     \  . 
packaging  differences  which  emerged.^  '  ^ 

fables  V-;2  t>hrotfgh.V-^ , permit  a  comparison*  of  multiple  acceptances  and 

mult4ple  offers  across* fami ly  .income,  racial/ethnic^  and  student  achievement 

ability  groups.    Generally,  the  patterns  within  the  partitioned  groups 

-mirrored  thos^  just  djscussed  for  aH  respondents.'  «^ 

^As  one  would  expect,  the  data  in  Table  V-2  indicate  that  the  percentages 

•of  respondents  receiving  single  and  multiplfe  ai'd  offe,rs  drops'across  family 
Income  quart!  les.    A'slight  decline  in  total  aijd  offered  aj^pears  across 
the^e  , groups;  as^*fel  1 .    However s.l nee  the  hfgher  Income  respondents  were, 
more  likely.  tt>  be  weighing  offers  from  higher  priced  private  institutions, 
therr  greater  expected  parental,  support  was  partly  offset  by  greater  college 


*  1 


costs. 


300 


ERIC 


y-TABLi  V-2 


AtCompytson  xaf  Ftnancial  A!dJ&ffers  t?o  \^12f\\\qh  Sctiool  Graduates  by  Family  tngome 


(Dollar  axadxints  based  on  aid 're&Iftlcnts  v/i thin' group; 
^sterf)5k  denotes  fewer  than  20 'recip feints  in  sample  partition) 

'  '-T        -  'j«      '  — ' 


AID  OFFER  GROUPS    ,  ^ 


■  *:L 


Three,  Institutions' 


Two-  InstTtut'fons 
School  1-  School  2       '  School,  1'  /School  2   %hooT- 3 


LOU 


Percent  Receiving  Offer" 


V  . 

'  50.19 


lA 


60.00 


6.65 


*    OF  THOSE  RECEIVINQ  jOFFERS; 


Total-'Ajd  Offej-iii 


■.|j|>olarsh"ip  Aid  Offered 


Jpb-Aid  Offered 

'  Loan  Aid  Offered 
LOWER  HH 


'Percent  Receiving  oVfer^ 


OF  THOSE  RECE-1 VI NG. OFFERS: 

c 

^  *  Total  Aid  Offered  .'  $l,31if 

/./Schofars'hip  AM  Offered.  ;r  6A8' 

\  ^^  Job  Aid  Offered  '        '  :  180 

\  '  '      '                      '     ,  .  # 

^ .  •  Loan  Aid  Offered  k%l 


12.84 
$  872 

*  ¥ 

"in- 

.280 


53;  59 


24.31  .,v5.6^ 


W  $1 ,723    ^ tf^'s^/  '  ^.Vv'^?'^, 


•4  .  u 


1,098 


•  1 

/ 

Ml 

/. 


.  ei8 

655  ' 

» 

.  'f52 

-  ,672 

fABLE  V-i^concluded 


.  :  ■    FAMILY- INCOME 


.  *A ID  OFFER  GROUPS  * 


'1r\te^  Institutions 
.  Only  a 


*School  1  .   School  2 


UPPER  HIDDbE- 
I  » 


Perpent  deceiving  Offer 
-.^  OF  THOSE  REC£iyUlG  OFFERS: 


6.40 


Three  Ins.t^ut^'ons 

Sdiool ' 1  :  School  2  School  > 
-  ~  -  -  - '       -  -. 


'40.50  r6.68 


Total  Aid  {)ffered 


Scholarship. Aid  Offered  *  ^i^j 

Job^Afd  Offered  '             *  J38 

Loan  Aid  Offered"  i^^^ 

HIGH  .               .        '        -     '  '  ^ 

■■III  ■■■■  II       '                               N                                                      ^  ^ 

e  -  ^ 

*  Percent  Receiving   Off^  1^.19 

OF  THOSE  RECEIVING  OF^EftS: 

,  Tota,).  Aid  Offered  $.1,184 

Sdf^arshjp  Aid  Offered  '  •  648 

,    ••    '  .  "  - 

Job  Aid  Offered              ,  .  ,  59 

'  Loan.  Aid  O'ffered  '*    -. .  ~  ■'  •  -  '437 


$1,150.  ?3,000 


645  . 

T 

1^ 

3% 
2.07 


$1^585 
956- 
148-  ■ 
'  484  / 

21.86  . 


$1,285' 
;  857 

.  :'ll4 

\ 

.312 

•  a.64 


%    773*.  $1,340 


676 


'4§ 
48 


$1,4'24 
^     819     '  1,146 


105 


416 


'4^5. 


$1 ,505* 

•i,r96.^ 

•  21 


289 


$lp524* 
1,206 


255 

31  .V 


St  \int^usles,  only  jnst'i^utions  which  have,  accepted^pj  leant.  \  Schools 
rink^d  acco^rdln^  to  amount  ^^f  total  aid  offered.   ^       ^  -  , 


^  0- 
-ERIC 


302  . 


A  Comparison  of  Financial  Aid  Offers  to  1972.  Htgh  fSchool  Graduates^ 
,      '      by  Studen-f  Ach }  evement/Ab  1 1  i  ty  $d^?e^     '.  ~^ 
•  (Botlar  amounts -based  on  aid  recipients  wfthin  group;'  / 
asterisk  denotes  fewef -than  20" recipfents  i.n  sample  partition). 


k  ACHIEVEMENT/ABiLltY' 
/  GROUPS  ,  ! 


.*  *  ,   AID  OI^FBR  groups 


-t  * 

-  4 


r  LOW 


* '    Two  li^tttutlons 


Three  Instttutftfe^'^  ■ 


y 


School- I    School  2     '  \\  Sdiool  ,1   JSchobl^  2   Sdiool  3 

y  \  /  s — 


Perce^it  Receiving  Offer 


30.72 


6.07 


OF  TH0S£  RECEIVING  OFFERS- 


,*37.38        10.33'  'li.66 


Total  Aid  Offered  ^  ' 
Scholarship  Aid  Offered  - 

Job  Afd  Offered 

«  * 

Loan  Aid  O.fferett. 

LOWER  MIDDLE 
,  Percent  Receiving  Offer 


$1>2'»0 
530  ' 

186 

5^24  ^ 

.  i 


•.^79 

.'115 
280 


$4,418 
*  720 


$1,278  -  .'$  789* 


••SSI 

- 

5/f3 .     '  329 


I55  - 


451 
3014 


4.56 


26.79 


12.33 


4.-38 


OF  THOSE  RECEIVING  OFFERS: 

a 

• 

f  ■    '  - 

'  'A 

^Total' AH  Offered      -    -  . 

$    943^  ■ 

,  4], '799 

^$i,452 

'$1352* 

*  r 

Scholarship  Aid  Offefed 

662 

.  592 

*  K176. 

916 

1,46.1 

f 

.Job  A'ld  Offered'  . 

1"79 

'  44' 

202 

-I 

154 

Q 

,      Loan  Aid  .Offered  ^ 

550  . 

307  ' 

418 

'389* 

K  91 

-PI 


TWb  Institutions 


/three  Institutions  ^\ 


UPPER  HIO[dIe.<>>  • 


S'chool  1    School,  2      Sjjhoori '  Schoc/l  2   Sdteol  3 


Percent-Recef.vfffg  Offer    ,    "  '    Z3.\k^^-^i.,83     j     32m  t  /  ,5.80  / 


r  3.05 . 


OF  "HIOSE  RECEIVIMG  OFFERS; 


Total  Aid  Offered 


$1,177    ^$  958 


$1 ,206 


SchoWshfp  Aid  Offered 

'  .-    '       -  '    .  ' " 

Job  A-fd  Offered  -  ^'  . 

<  r  \ 

^* 

Loan  Aid  Offerefcfc-. 

t 

HIGH  "         . "  '^^  ' 

Percent  Receiving  Offer 

OF -THOSE  RECEIVING/ OFFERS: 


566 

S 

103 

508  ^  1' 
/  ■ 

35.9'^ 


..508 
29 


$1,21  if  $1|^79* 


'  687 

816 

1..' 

1 

4.108 

.1^3 

\ 

kw  . 

• 

•   .  :^65 

4f93' 

11.52. 


Total  Aid-  pffered 


Scholarship  A^  pf  tertd 
j9b  A"ld  Offered 
Loan  Aid  Offered. 

'  r  ■ 


$i,'j38. 

$1,172 

$1 ,601 

$1,'612 

"893^ 

877 

* 

/985 

-  M36 

139. 

87 

• 

10^1 

■ — 

ij06 

i 

.    ,  200  • 

> 

5r2 

"  389 

20.65  '       7.89  ' 


J 

A' Ml*  . 

 ^  K 

1 ,652  . 

51  . 

.  520  -  % 


Includes  only  institutions  whicjh-have  accep£ed  applTcant.  InstI tutipn| , 
rarfked  according  to  amount  of  total  aid  offer'.  *  ^ 


f *  V  A- ComparTiSn'of 


(Ddltar  ai 
'asterisk  deni 


1 


WHITE 


Penseni  Receiving  Offer 

0 

-OF  THOSE  RECEIVING  OEFERS: 


$1,219       $  924 
602  605. 


153 


64 
271 


;  Total.  Aid  Offered      '  / 

Scholarship  Ali  OfTef^erf 

Job  Aid  Offered  '  < 
.  Xo^n  'A4^d!  Offered 

r 

BUCK  .  '         .    '  ■ 

Percent  Receiving  Offer  u  .      ^44.46  .10.22 

OF  THOSE  RECEIVING. OFFERS: 

c  Total  Aid  Offered       »        t.$l,484  $1,018 

•<        ,  •         '..  . 

SchoFarship  Aid  Offe/ed      .        659  W9 


hree^^l  ijsj;  I  tut  tons?  * 
— r. — ]/  ■ 

'11  '     '  • 

School.  1.  siiod[I.  2/$diopK3 
.:i3.16        12.^7    '  .4.32 


$1,360.     $1,305  ■  $1.,319^ 


763 


133 


886 
101 
311 

J 


903 


46 


394 


56,17^-   -26.57  6.56 


Uob  Aid  Offered 
I 

V 

hoan  Aid  Offeced 


121 
70ir" 


117 
411 


$2,272 
■  1 ;686 

« 

•164' 
V  422 


$1,551    .  $1,585* 

,  / 

1 ,020  .    '  1 ,31.1 


>94     c  107 


4         ^  • 


'  436 


183 


7  . 


ERIC 


(  contmued) 

>  V 

•        •  • 

■'  30.3  ;  ■ 
■_n_ 


RAC.IAt/ETHNIC  GROUP 


TABU:v-4,  corfcluded  * 

.'.        1   •    UIO^FFER  GROUPS 


rilSPAUfC 


twb  Institutes 

-  r       Oh ly  a" 

■  /''  ' 

v  School  I.   Schoo}  2 

i  ■  %  if/ 


'  Percent  JlMeivIng  ^ff?r        /  SSaS? 
oi  THOSE  RECE     NG  OFFERS : 
Total  Aid  Offered  '$1,220,     $  784* 

122 


Threi ' ins 1 1 tut  f  ons^^ 


School       School  2  SchoolJ3 

;  >  *  • 


,59.00       =38.31      ?  1.35 


$2^f20f     $l,86ff*  $3,158* 


Scholarship. Aid  Off^r^d 
Job  Aid  Offered 


Loan  Aitl  Offered 
OTHER  r 


185 


■  kS 
298 


1,529 

% 

» 

122  . 
^71 


.S49 


1,6^ 
•0 


128      J,,  57? 


Percent  Receiving  Offer  43-53 
OF  THOSE  RECEIVING  QFFER'S 

« 

Total  Aid  Offered 
Scholarship -Aid  Offered 
Job  Aid  Offered 


6.50 


40.05 


7.46 


$1,534"  $1,477* 
972.  *       708  ' 
.  308 


.Loan-Ai-d  Offered 


in 
I. 

335'  44& 


$1,121*    '51,371.*     $  93.8^ 

670 

40 
Z2B 


712  rf,077 
•  f 


110 
424 


24 
263 


4  / 


Includes  only  institutions  which  fiave  accep  t  erf.  appl  scant;  , 
Schools  ranked  acicprding  to  amount  of  total  aid  o^fer.'    '  . 


,  ,  Within  groups,  few  striking  differences  emerged  1n  the  packaging  of  aid 

'  •       '   ^  • 

offers.    Of  those  with  two  acceptances,  larger  amounts  of  aid  were  offered  fay 

school  1;  thi?  group  included  nwre  private  Insti tutIons^J;hSn  did  the  school 

2  group  of  Instltutions~offerfng  aid.    Aid  offers  from  school  1  arid  school  2 

groups  for  those  with  JhVee.  acceptances  tended* to  be  similar, 'as  |<elK  Th'^ 

somewhat  greatfSV^ytotal  aid  packages  offered  by  school  1  Institutions*  m  the 

middle  Income  "quart lies  (measd^ing  $1,723  and  $1,585)  tracks  well  with  the 

f^latJvely  larger  share  of  private,  hence  Higher  priced,  institutions  In  these* 

groups. 

Generally,  more  talented  high  schod^l  graduates  were  more  likely  to  receive 
.single  and  multiple  aid  offers.    From  Table  V-3,  31^  and  37  percent  of 
low  ability  freshnjen  with  rwo  and  three  college  acceptances;  respectively,  were 

^  •  G 

offered  financial  3td.    For  higher  abTllty  freshmen,- -the  shares  receiving  at 

least  one  aid  offer  were  36  percent  and  ^1  percent.  7  \  # 

'  "         '  •        ^=  # 

Farther,  total  aid  offered  tended  to-  increase  across  student  ability 

*.  .  * 

*  #■ 

gfoups,  with  the  largest  offers  averaging  $t,240  and  $1,^18  for  recipients  of 

o^e'rs  In  the  low  ab^llity  group  up  to  $1,^38  and  $1 ,601  Jfor:jre3pondeots'''wi th 

offers  In  the  high  abilfty  group.    These  findings  mirror  those  reportdtJ  for 

^'Id  recipients  in  Chapter  IV,  '  ' 

^  *  .  ,  , 

'Vfithin  groups,  differences 'In  aid  offers  between  school  alternatives  1 

and  2*se«n  to^ have  reflected  differences  In  costs  of  attendance..  Of  re- 
spondents with  two  acceptances,  those  reporting  offers  frctoi  school  2  generally 

weiahed  aid  packages  from  a  group  of  Institutions  which  contained^elatively  / 

'  .  / 

fewer  private,  hlghei*  p^rlced  colleges^.  The  composition  of  the  population  of 
Institutions  offering  al*d  to  th05«  witn  three  acceptances  dlff^i^d  only  In 

■  •      '  ,307.    .    ■  ■ 


the  lower  .middle  ^kU^ty  group.    Here,  as  might  be/lnferred,  school  1  offers 
*.  caroe'^f  rom  a^^^mup  with  relatively  more  private  Inst  i  tut  Tons. 

-  •  The  data  in/TaWe  V-r4  indicate  that  black  students  with  multiple  acceptances* 
/wef^  more  .likely  to  receive  aid  offers-    About  30  percent  of  whites  and  nearly.  '  , 

50  i^rcent  of  blacks  received  an  offer  from  at  le/st  one  inst/tutlon..  Moreover, 

f   f  '  '  '  ,     ^  ^  /  ' 

blaw  freshmen  received  larger  aid  offers  than  did  whites.  In  spite  of  the 

?  *  '  ^  ^  ,  ^ 

facdthat  blacks  tended  to  apply  to,  and  be  accepted'at,  Jfewer  higher  priced 

Imstf^tutions,    Since  minority  families  were  more  likely  to  be  low  income  as 

well,  the  racial /ethnic  partftlon  probabJy  reflected' underlying  differences  In^ 

•financial  ^d  capacity  to  pa>  for  educationa.i- expenses^  ^ 

Again,  among  those  with  two  acceptaric^#  differences  in  the  .cost  of 

attendance  probably  'accountdld  for,  a  large  share  of  the- diffeiGenc^  in  aid 

packages*    The  greater  al^  offers,  Including  larger*  loan ':^unts,  in  the 

school  "1  ,group  came  from  a  rejatively  larger  number  of  private  instl \:utions»  .  ; 

Slnce^mor^  selective  Institutions  tenJed  to  he  higher  cQSt,  public  and  i 

private  fourWear^col leges,      larger  share  of  multiple  acceptance  students 

'  cons-fdering  these  Irrsti tutions  should  have  recei>^ed  offers.    In  fact,  except 

■  for  the  non-selective  group  of  institutions,  thjs  observation  aypeare^* to  be 

true  among  ^reshroeW  fo  1972-73.    Froip  Tab1e\y::5,  about  30  percent  of  those 

with  more  than  one  acceptance  received  arwald  offer. from less  selective-  \ 

.    •       ^  .       ~  <  I 

institution.    An  esUmated  35  to      percent  of  those  accepted  at  highly; 
/    selective  lnsJ:i tutions  received  an  aid  offer,  -  •  " >  >  • 

.  With  the  exception  of  non-selective  institutions,  aid  offers  from  school 

1  Insic  I  tut  ions  were /greater  than  offers  from  school  2  Institutions  (com- 
prised  of  greater  amounts  of  grant  and  scholarship  aid  or  loan  aid,  or  both) 


'    .    .         *        TABLE  V-5     *   '  * 

A  Comparison  of  Financial  Aid  Offers  to  r972  High  School  Graduates 
-  f  *  »1>y  Median  Achievement/Atxi II ty  Score,      Postsecondary  InsCitutlon"^ 
*  T       (poller  amounts  based  o«  ai3  recipients  within  group;  - 
asterisk  denotes  fewer  than  20  recipients  in  sample  partition/ 


MED.IAN  ACnmEHEHT/ 
ABILITY  ^UOP 


LOW        .  ^ 
*  Percent  Receiving  Offer 


AID  OFFER  GROUPS 
.Two  Institutions;  Three  Institutions 


;    Only  a 
School  1    School  2 


l\.kk      '  10.67 


I,- 


Schocfl  j    School  2  School  3 


43/51  .     13.31  2.51 


.  OF  THOSE  RECEIVING  OFFERS: 


-  Total  Aid  Offered  ^ 

Scholarship  Aid-Offered 

/ 

Job  Aid  Offered 
Loan  Aid  Offered 
q.OWER  MIDDLE 


$  918* 
388         '  kll 


289 

817 


Percent  Receiving  Offer  2^.18 
OF  THOSf  "RECEIVING  OFFERS:  . 


lifO  . 
356  . 

5.-8if.- 


Total  Aid  Offered 


/ 


$^,436'       $  668 
'< 


*     Scholarship  Aid  Offered 


529 ' 


29r 


■iff 


Jo^-Aid  Offered  ^ 
Loan  Ard  Offered 


1,63,  103 
kkk  '     '  ilk 


%^,yn      ,$1,585*  $1,833* 


-  > 


471. 
165 
738 


^^881 
» 

r 

1,104 
164 
■  292 


1,022 
'135 

1 

4z8 


31.16  10.48 


744 


956 
319 
558 


4.01 


$1,135  $l-,272* 


923 


,191  '  '100 
200       '  224 


(con 


-. 


'  HEDIAK  ACHIEVEMENT/ 
.  .  '.ABILITY  GROUP. 


:  V-16.  '    i  ' 

"    '  »  '  ' 

♦    TABU  V-5  ,  concluded 

MX)  OFFER  GROUPS^     '  -     '  ;  " 
Two  Institutions  '         .    Three*. Inst.itut^onsr 


Only  ^^^-i 


School  1-  'School  2  •       School  I.  School 2   School  3 


UPPER  MIDDLE      *  . 

Percent  Receiving  Offer  27.^5 

,  OF  THOSI  RECEIVING  OFFERS^'  • 


583 


Total  Aid  Offered 

Scholarship  Aid  Of/ered* 

Job  Aid  Offered 

Loan  Aid  Offered 
I 

HIGH  f 
Percent  Receiving  Offer 

OF  TH(^E  RECe'lVING  OFFER'S:^ 

'     Total  Ai<f  Offered 

Schp^arsfrrp  At  dj)f fared 
Job  Aid  Offered  '  118 


3^-65 


Loan  Aid  Offered 


^•33 


6.61 


$1 ,209      S  892- 


635 


■1-97 


7.55 


$f,527  $1,550 
975        1 ,007 


79- 
i»50 


^3^1. 16-"  12,8i» 
0  - 


3.9^ 


|l,-268'      $l.,Oi»ii  j}A^}fi 

25  ; 


$2I| 

f 

129 
515 


U7 
272 


39.'»9  '  20.'»1 


6.68 


$2,198  $1,828  $1,722*, 

.1,671  '  1,357 

-109  ■  59 

■^118  -  if07 


1,168 


ERJC 


liicIudeS'Only  institutions  whi'ch  have  accepted  appi  leant ♦  Schools 
ranked  according  to  amount  of  total  aid  offef?ed'. 

.  -         .  '310       '•    _ ;  ' 

'ft  • 

-  •  •  •  *V 
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.^for'every  selectivity  partition.    A|^efore,  a  relatively  larger, number  of 
*liigher  priced^  private 'InSt I tutfions  tn  the  school  1,  grolip^  probably  accounted  ^ 
.  for  these  differences*  ,    *  .  - 

♦ 
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CHAPTER  VI 


1 


pETERMINAHTS  OF  FINANCIAL  AID  PACKAGES':. 
SOME  INFERENCES  ABOUT  INSTITUTIONAL  8EHAV40R  •  - 

*    *  •  '  ~ 

The  hypotheses  developed  In  Chapter  III  Have  beert  submitted  to 

empirical  toting,  antf  thej;e,sults  are  presented  below.    We  display  ^ 

/V  .      '      --•  ,  "         « '  ' 

the  general  form  of  student  aid  dfstrlhution' function  and  address 

^(^veral  methodological  Issues  Tn  Section  A/  In  Section  B,  *qjie 

^*||^detennrnants  of  al  1  student  a td  taken' together  are  estimatwi.  Sec*' 

'  *  '  '  ,  * 

tl^n  C  contains  estimates  of  the  student  aid  dJstr  I  button  function 

applied  to  different  types  of  aid  —  grants  and  scho*larships,  term-tlr^ 

.    work,  and  Audertt  loans.    The  distribution  of  financial  aid  from  ^ 

spec  if  Fc  programs,  tncluding  all  Fed,eral  aid,  provides  the  focuS  of  : 

Section  D;  "  '  * 

A»    Methodology:    Som^  PreHminary  Considerations 

The  general  student  aid  distrlljutlon  functl-on  developed  in  Chapter 

'  '  *  •    '        '  »  '*  • 

III  js  given  fay^:  .  "  *  •  ^ 

,  C^)  Ar.k  =  V  SATj,'  SAT3,  COSTj^,  R^T  X,^,  8  e) 

*  t  '1'  '1* 

wherfe  '  ' 

A- .  a  the  i^^  type  of  financial- aid  received  .by  the 
-  .  type  of  student  ^ 


'4 


Ylc     family  Income,,  excluding  .s_^^dent  earnings 


Y5  «  median  family  Income  at  ^ostsi^jcor&ary  mstltutlon  attended 

SATj^  «  student^s  academic^  achievement  level,  a^- measured  by  the 
^  SAT  score 


SAT^  »  median  SAT  scored  of ^fie , freshman  class  at  the  Institution 

'  ■  ■       '  '  \   .  ,   ' .        '     x  ■ 

'  CpSTjj  -»  student  costs      attendance  '  -  . 

•  -  % 

-  <•  »  .  ^  '  • 

»  students  rectal /ethnic  aroup  (1  «  wh^ite)  <  '  !: 

Xj;  «  Student  sex  (1  ^  male) 

1  »  institution  student  aid- funds  per  FTE^Vor  trte  j^"  progr^ 
at  the  po^tsecondary  Jn^rtution  attended 

c  «  aril  other  factors  and  random  disturbance 

,  -  •  •  •  ♦ 

t  ♦  ♦ 

An  appendix  to  this  report  describes  the  construction *of  and  data  -sou r-ces^ 
for  each  variable.  -  *  -  ^ 

Sincp  the  data  refer  to  enrolled  students,  the  student  aid* distribu- 
tion /unctfon'  Incorporates  both -student  demand  and  Institution  pricing 
(supp.ly'J  influences.    In  eqonomic  jargon,  equation  {!)  Is  a  "reduced' 
form*'  Equation*    It  descrTfaes  packages  offered  and*  received 

.   The  comblneiJ  influences  of  ^demand  and.  supply  are  JHust-rated  Ifi 
Figure  VI-1,      Here,  Oj^Oj^  represents  the  private  enrollment  demand  curve 
-  fQif.thcL  k^^  type^of  student  {e.g,,  low  income,  minority,  high  abMjty) 
faced  ^  the  institution.    WJ^h  gross  costs  of  attendance,  COA,  Ej^  of   _  ' 

-Studeot  type  k  will  enroll.  ""A  student  aid  offer  of  (COA-COA*)  reduces  the 
cost-price  to  potential  students  and  generates  an  Increase* In  enrollment 
of^ student  type  k  to  Ej^*.    Not  all  potential  students  of  type*k  will  ,  . 


.VI -3 


,    Figure  VI-1  " 


:  C 


^^^^ 


Total 
?  Cost  of. 
Attendance 


;^Financial 
Atd 
Package 


,Eprol  Iment' 


Th^  Financial  Aid  Link  Between, 
Student  Costs  and  'Enrollment  Oeniand 


\3u 
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enrol r  with  a  deduction  In  cost-prfce  to  COA*,    The  extent  of  the  enroH- 
roept  r^^onse  will  depend  upqn  the  prlce-^eJastlcItyj^of  demand.--  ' 

•   1.    The  Assumptions  .    "  ^  '     ^  -  » 

Under  reasonable  assumptions,  the  reduced  form  provides  ^.  satfsfactory 
representation  ^f 'the  fnfluences^on  Institutional  packaging  of  aldv  Frrst, 
we  assume  iSstitutions  are  awar^  of* the  price -elasticities  (alternatively, 
sbownip  rates)  of  different  groups  of  students.    Knowing  the  probaBte 
enroflroent  responses',  fnstl  tut  tons  package  financial  aid  so  as  to  attract 
the  most  desirable  typfes  of  , students.    As  noted  above,  low  Incot^  (or 
minority)  students  are  estimated  to  be  more  responsive  to  price, changes. 
Therefore,  evidence  of  equal  or  marginally  *gr^ter  price  reductions  to ^ 
lo^lncome  or  minority' ful  1 -time  freshm^  would  be  consistent  wltii  th^  / 
hypothesis  that* Inst Itutiona^are  attempting  to  attract  these  students*/ 
Second,  we  assume  that  aid  offe^s  to • Identified  types  of  potential 
students  dre  similar.    That  Is,  potential  encollees  with  .equal  financial 


_y  The  enrol Iment  demard  studies  published  to  date  reveal  differences 
in  price , elasticity  among  groups.   JSenerally,  students  from  low  income 
TamWres  exhibit  a  greater  response  to  pr,4ce  changes  than  do  higher 
income  students.    (See  Kohn,  flanski,  and  Hundel  \[1974];  Radner  and  Miller 
[1975];  Carlson  [197^];  Barnes,  Erlckson,  Hill,  and  Wlnokur  Jl972l;  and,  " 
Carlson  [1975J)»    Thus,  equal  Increases  In  enj^olJments  from  low  and  hfgh 
Income  groups  could  te  achieved  with  smaller  prfce  reductions  to  l!he  former 
group.    Since  minority  students  are  disproportionately  low  income  as  welU 
the  same  conclusion  wobld  apply  to  price  response  ;d Iff erences.  among  racial/, 
-ethnic  groups,         •     •  *        *  *  \/  ^  * 

,  Similarly,  Radner  and  Miller  have- es^mated  that  low^r^bl.llty     ^     ^  ' 
styc^ts  are^more  respons'lve  to  changes  in  price  than  h|ghef  abilijty 
students.  "  Hence,  offering  greater  price  reduction^  to  hi^h  ability 
students  would  apparently  only  compensa|e  for  their  estimated  lower 
prFce 'response.  .It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  Radner  and  Miller 
price  response  estiqiates  ar/%ased  upon  gross  prices:  student  aid  ' 
data  were  not  available  in  CTe  SCOPE*  file.      Since  more, able  .students    •  . 
^re  more  likely. to  appTy  for  and  to  receive  student  aid,  re^estimates 
of  the  price  elasticities  using  net  pri^^ts jnight  well  re55;erse  the  ^ 
findings  ^(see  Bishof^  [1*972]  and  Wagner  [1977]).  '       '  ^ 


resources^  ablTlties,  and^other  observed  attributes  are  viewed  as 

'  ^  *        •  - 

Identical  frcte  the  Institution's  point  of  view,  and  they  receive  ^  . 

essentially  Identical  aid  offers.    Other,  assumed"  to  .be  random,  influences 


are  assumed  to  account  for  differences  In  the  decisions  or^tnese  identical 
potential  students  with  equal  a Idt  offers  to  enroll.—^ 

Tfcifrji,  we  assume  that  Institutions  ar6  aware  of  tf\e  type  and  amount 
of  f Inanclaj^aid  received  6y  the  student  through  non-Institutional 
channels.    Under  this  assumption,  the  postsecondary  Institution  makes 
^'incremental  adjustments  in  the  financial  aid  package  'offered  to  certain 
types  of  potential  students*    Since  **prlvate"  sources  have  accounted 
for  less  than  one  percent  ol;  all  available  student  aid  In  recent  years, 
this  assumption  does  not  seem  to  be ^unreasonable  (Sidar  [1976];  National  • 

it  '       ■  •  - 

Task  Force  on  Student  A fd  Problems  [1975]).  ,  ' 

/  •  "  * 

*  ~"  ^  ,  J  K        '  - ' 

t 

•  •  •  *■     .  - 

;2*    Estrmatioj^'Techniques  '     '  '  '  ' 

Three  problems  must  be  considered  ^Shen  the  reduced  form  equation 
(l)  is  submitted  to  empirical  tesirtng, 

First,  several  of  the  explarj^bory  variabtes  are  multicol  1  inear  (i.e., 
statistically  associated  with  eJjch  other).   This  poses  an*  estimation 


problem,  since  the  y^f^t^-fs-^ 


increase  the  standar<i  errors  /Df  the 


fusing  this  explapation;  ;i{je  depre^^se  Jn  enrollment  rates*f< 
lege-age  dependents  frdrti  high  t5*^wxlncome\quartires  r^sutts/l 


for    •  * 

college-age  dependents  frdrti  high  t5*^wxlncome\quartires  r^sults/from  ^ 
two  fabtors*    First,  other  family  attributes  which  Influence  the  enroll* 
ment  decfs-fon  might  limit  the  low  Tncome  enrollWnt  quite  apart  from 
financial  capacity  to  pay  (see  HcMahon  and  Wagnfer  [1972];  HcMahon  [197^3; 
Wagner  [1977];  Becker  [1975]).    Second,  Inadequate  amounts  of  .financial 
aid  available  to  similar^ potential  students  wtthin'the  low  income  quartlle 
*could' further '1  imit  the  enrollment  rate  for  thTs~group7^^^^r 


estimated  coefficients.  Therefore;  our  confidence  In  the  reliability  ^ 
.of  thereistlinated ^coefficient  is  reducied._/  .  ". 

A  number  of  techniques  can  be  employed  to  reduce .^nultlpoll Iiiearityj.!, 
Partitioning -th^  NLS  sample  across  Institution  type  and  control  'categories 
enabled  us  to  reduce" the  magnitude  of  the  problem.    Remaining  Instandes' 
vrfier^namicoll Ineaflty  may^^ff^ct  tbe  estimates^  boweverr^re  nbted^-^ — - 

Second,  the  proposition  of  the  differences'  In!^tudefit  aid  "«cplalned" 
by  the  equations  (the  estimated^ "fit"  as  measured  by  the  adjusted  r2)\ 
seldom  exceeds  20  percent.    Lower  R2  for  cros*s«5ect Ion  regressions  are 

•  generally  to  be  expected^    Reporting  and,  measurement  erro'rs  for  specific 

>  ^     *  a. 

it«ns  are  more  likely  to  Introduce  variation  that  Is  no,t  systematically 
related  to  the  explanatory  variables.    Further-*,  for  a  number  of  the  . 
financial  aid  variables,  more  than  three-fourths  pf  ^11  entering  full-time 
l^reshnen  reported  no  support*    By  Itseff,  the  large  share  of  zero  amouVits^ 
presents  no  estfijatloa  problems.    Hovtever,  "slnce-zero^  reffresents  an 
"extreme"  value,  the  estimat^*^it"*will  ba  Jower  for  types  of  fTnancIal 
aid  received  by  few  students-../     Finally,.  In  some  instances  tfye  poor 

/  »  -     '  * 

'    _/It  should  be  poihted  out  that  the  multlcdll  inearlty,  per  *se,  does 
not  invalidate' our  cojiceptlon  of  the  influences  on -student  aid  packaging. 
The  problem  is  in' the  ^timatlon,  not  In  the  theory.    IT  our  go?!  Is  to 
predict' the.  types  and  amounts  of  aid  received  by  students;  then  multl-i 
col  linearity  Is  of  less  concern  (so  lo^g  as  the  associations  are  ' 
expected  to  continue  in  future  years);  '  However ^  if  we  wish  to  identify 
the  independent  effects  of  each  explanatory  variable  on  the  types  and 
♦amounts  of  financial  aid  received,  the  estimated  coefficients  irfll 1- be 
'less  reliable  where  the  explanatory  variables  are  correlated.  ^ 

,  _/Both  the  measurement. and  zero  problems  have  been  addr^ss.ed  In^  - 
ci*oss-sectIoi\  studies  of  consumer  expenditures.    One  m^J*rt3ffadopted  to 
reduce  t^ese  pi^oblems -anjl  to  improve  the  ^'f It"'employ^mean  values^ 
for  variables  withip  a  smaller  number  of  identif ied|/gr6ups* ,  Thp 
groups  become  the  observations*  In. weighted  regresitons.    See  »Prais  and  ^ 
Houtfiakker  (1955)  and  JiIchaeL,(L972) .  *  '  .    '         '      'v^  ^ 

The  zero  problem  could  be  reduced  fay  estimatliig  the  ajuount  of  aid 
offered  conditional  on  aid  having  been  offered  (see  Kphn,  Hanski,  and  . 
Hundel  l)97k]).    InltlaJ  attempts, to  Implement  thi?  method  did  improve 
fbe  "fit"  somewhat;  none  of  the* results,  however ^.were* altered..    In  the 
end,  we  .opted, for  the  more  direct  "pi I  students'^!  approach  leaving  the 
*mo^  detail^  specifications  for  future  researcli.  ' 


.    •         ......       w  •         ,  - 

'  •  '  -  » 

"fit"  accurately  reflects  fhe  weak  association  between,  studenvfamily 
^and  institution  attributes  and  the'  disfrjbutfon  of  certain*  types  or 
ald^(e.g*,.  transfer  I/i^e  benefits).  v 
*-  ,*Spdcffl.«lion  of' the -appropriate*  functional  form  for  the  student 
aid  "distribution  funttlop  is  a.' final  co;icern.    In-nipde^lng  Institution.  • 

admission  and  financial  aid  practices.  Miller  [1975]'  has  aijploytfd  an 

'  •  "  ■  '  .  ■  ■   ■  o  .  -  -« 

Instrumental  multivariate  problt  specif  I  cat-Ion.    Simplifying,  HlTler  • 

"  '  '  "  .  ~- 

estimates  the  likelihood  that  a  student  will  be  adrai.tted- based  on  . 

/pertain  student  attributes  and  on. a  prior  determination  of*  influences 

on  the  compbsition  and  amount  of  the  financial  aid  package.    Our  analysis  , 

is  confined  to  the  latter  step  in  which  Hilfer  has^  adopted  ordinary 

leas^tf  squares  regression  techniques.    Lackin|  specific  guidance  fcbm  the  , 

theory  sicetched  In  Chapter  Ur,  the  linear  specification  will  be  used 

Iff-'the  testing  below. 

^Alternative  measures  of  the  Income,  academic  aptitude,  *costs  of  attend- 

^  * 
ance,  and  student  aid  buiJget  variables  were  substituted  into  the  general 

function,  and  the  equations  were  re-esjtlmated.    At  Various^  points,  severaj 
of  these  resalts^are  noted  below.    For  the^iiost  part,  however,  the  strength 
and  directi^on  o£  the  determinants  of  financial  aid  packaging  were  not 
-greatly  affected.    Therefore,  the'' estimates  and  discussion  utilize  easily 
^Hjndefstood' measures  which  directly  gauge  the  extent  to  which  Federal 

objectives  are  being  mett  ?  ' 

V  ^  ^  '      ^    .  ^ 

*  *  A 

8.    The  Packaging  of  Al U^FinancIaJ  Ai^  *      .  * 

The  results  of  the  basic  ordinary  Vfeast  squares  (OLS)  regressiorts  fpr 
aggregate  nieasures  of  student  aid  are  presented  below.  , 


J'    ■  -318 


— % 


'       S^ceipt  of. .Aid 


tab'le        ^contains  estimates  of  the  effects  of  sttident/fami  ly  and 
liistltutttjnal  variabjes  on  the  probability  of  ceceiving  aid.-r 


*    '  Income;    If  institutions  are  attempting  to  meet  equal- education  ' 
opporturtity  goals,  I'ow  income  situdents  Should  be  more  likely  to  receive 
,aid*    Supporting  this,  hypo^h^sis, 'the  income  measure  in  equation  it*l).c 
exhibits  a  significant,  negative  effect.    Students  with  ^mlly  income. 
$1,000  less  than  the  mean  were  wtarly  5  percentage  points  more.*llkely  to 
receive  some  type  of  aid.    Put  another  way,  for  every  loi^ercent  increase* 
*in  family  income,  the  likelihood  of  receiving  filiahcial  ai<  is. estimated 
to  decline  by  almost  12  percenj^  (or  ^6*6  percetrftage  points). «?\ 

To  search.  f6r.,d inferences  in  packaging  among  institutions,  a  second 
'available  income  term  is  introduced  which  tdkes  on  the  v^lue  of  ze^v 
when  the  median  family  income. at  the  postsecondary  institution  measures 
'less  than  $10,500/   As  shown  in  equation  O^^),  botb  iqcome  terms  J 
^re- significant- and  negative.    The  estimaMs  suggest  that  Institutions 
y/hich  draw  their  students  frdm  higher  Income  families  ten^d  to  dis- 
cri^ninate  more  severely  according  to  income  in  the  award  of  aid.  Whereas 
the  probability  of  receiving  aid  fell  off  an  estimattsd  ^. 6 t percentage 


_/The  O^S  estttnates  in  the  receipt  equations  ar^  not H.*t?es,t,"  i.e,  no^  least 
variance.    The  loss  of  efficiency  is  attributable  to  the  dichotomous  depeijr 
dent  variable".    The  estimators  are,  however-,  linear  and  unbiased,  and  have 
been  shown  to  be' generally  adequate*    See  Goldbergisr  (196^). 

•  • 

^/Tiie  calculated  "elasticities"  afje  implied  by  the  regression  coefficients 
in  the  esthnated  equations*    Note,  howeveci  that  the  f^fly  Income.^«r^ure 
used  herle,  and  below,  is  different  than  the  available  income  measure jem- 
ployed*ln  the  regressions.    The -estimates  are  calculated  at  the  mean  values 
of  the  relevant  variables:  * 

4P(fAi^k>0)  =  -.0049  X  ^(.l.OxYj^) 


.  where     Yj^  »  $13,573,  ^nd  ^  ^ 


t' 

}  ♦ 


TabJe 


Deteraln^nts  of  Total  Aid  Packaged  to  1372-73  Enter tng-^uH-Tlroe  Freshiaen 
(Underlined  cAefflcients  significant  at  .05  level;  standard  errors  In  parent&eses) 


OEPEHDBHT 
VARIABLE 


Available  Incoine 


EXPMHATORY  VARIABLES 
<^  Ethnic 


SAT  Score 


InstM-  • 
Student     Aid^  Con- 


""Sfoup         Sex     -  Budget  ■  Budget  stant 


{Dyh)(AYfc)  ;.SATj^    (OshHSATk)  {Ds,)(SATfc) 


COST,. 


.  (1.1)- Receipt 


.18 
F  =.334-03 


TFoooT) 


Coon) 


-6.751/  -2.107'  .0051  '  .0077  53'.65' 
(1.^99)       1.3383)  C0005)  ..(70015) 


» 

*0  4 


(1 .2)  Rfece|^6 


=  229.6'» 


-.OOkG        --^0021     .       .0190        .  0059     '      --. 003*1    ,  -6.9t9 

TToooD^     TToooI)     '  {.ooi8)    (T00T5)        (.0027) (t.sH)' 


-2.267     .005^  ,0076 

(.9365)  (T00O5)  (.0016) 


53.32 
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points  for  every  $U00O*i.n  family  incope  at  low  andjnoderate  Income  Instl 
tuitions,  this  same  Income  increment  produced  ian  estimated  5^8  point 

-   r":  -  ,        .   '  >  .  -  -  . 

drop  (sum*  of  the  two  coefficients)  in  the  likelihood  that  aid  was 

received  at  upper ^niddl e  ^ticoroe  insttifutions.-/ 

'  -    ,    -   '  ,  /'  ♦  '  * 

•  ^  -fr^  '       .  '       '  '  '  , 

SAT  'Score.    If  instltutlbrt^are  attempting  Jte  efihance  Institutional 
'     '  ^     '         -  ,  s 

prestige,  students. with  higher  academic  aptitudes  woUld  be  more  li.kely  to 

receive  aid,  other  things  equal.*"    Evidence  from  the  estiuia^es  in  Table 

VI-1  supports  this  hypothesis:    the  student^s  SAT  ^core  was.  positively 

associated  with  the  receipt  of  aid.    In  particular,  students  scoring  100 

points  above  the  average  on  the  SAT  were  an  estimated  2  percent  more  * 

likely  to*  receive  aid.    In  other  words,  a  10  percent  i^rovement  In  the* 

SAT  score  would  have  increased  the  likelihood  of  receiving  aid  by  3  per- 

cent  (1-6  percentage  points) _  _ 

<^  ^  -       '  '  -  . 

Afijong  Institutions,  the  oore  selective  —  thos?  with  the  highest 

median  SAT  score  for  the  freshman  class  ~  appeared  to  dlscftminate  more  ' 

(  ' 

severely  according  tc^  student  achlevement/abU  ity  scores.    An  entering 

y  *  '   *  V  ' 

full-time  freshcsan  presenting  an  SAT  score' 100  points  above  the  mean  at 

« 

highly  selective  institutions  Improved  his/her  chances  of  receiving  aid 
by  almost  2.5  percentage  f>oirits.^  A  similar  student  enrolling  at  a  less^ 
selective  institution  was  an  estimated  1-9  percentage  points  more  likely 
to /receive  a/d.         •  * 


(//Speclfrcally,  ^hen^^  <^ljJ,500,     ,  -     ^    ,  -  > 

♦ 

.      .  AP(ZAj^k>b)»  -.00«»9x(&Y^)-.0dl2x(O)x{  AYfc) 

When  Y„>  $10, sob,  ^  '  -  » 

,  AP(EAf,k>0)»  -.00'»9x(  AY,j)-.0012x(l)x(-AY,^) 

*  .  • 

/But,  see  footnote  on  page  VI , 


^    ...........  .     ^       .  .  .  .. 

A: >  ■    '  .  -  .  vi-n  i   •   .      .'  ' 

Racial/Etftntc  Group^    According  to  the  estimates  fn  Table  Vl-l/    '  ' 
enteritig  full-time. minority  freshmen  were  about  7  percent  more  likely  to      -  * 
rjeceive  aid  than  their  majority -peers This  finding  is  consistent  with  * 
Jpifiuhypothesls  that  institutions  were  ^ttemptjng  t;o  meet  equal  educational 
^PP<>Ctunity' object  ives*  ; 

 y_    '       • '  - 

Stiudent  Sex.    Evidence  from  the  NLS.  sample," showiv  In  Table  Vl-I,  <^  .  - 

suggests  that  females  were  about  2  percentage  points  more  likely  to  ren 
celve  some  financial  aid  than  male  students.    Ifj  part,  thi^^f inding- 
could  result  from  the  lower,  anticrpat^  summer  earnings  by  women  stu- 
d^ts.    Other  things  e<}uai,  women  Exhibit  a  higher  t»eed  because  need 
analysis  calcufa'tions  developed  by  CSS  (and  used  by  many  institutions) 
expect  about  $100  less  from  the  summer  savings  x>f  female  dependent  students^ 

student  Budget.    As  expected,  students.^attending  higher  cost  ^ 

institutions  (t.e.,>ho  demonstrate  greater  calculated  need,  ceteris 

paribus)  were  more  likely. to  receive  aid;    According  tb#the  parameter 

estimates  In  Table  VI-1,  students  incuring  additional  costs  of  $1,000  above 

the  mean  {an  approximate  measure  of  the  1072-73  {^bl ic/private  tuition  gap) 

improved  their  likelihood  of  receivipg  aid  by  5»1  to  S.k  percentage  points. 

A  ten  percent  difference  in  student  costs  was  associated  with  an  estimated 

/ 

2  percent  difference  in  the  probabiHty  of  receiving  aid  {l.l    percentage  points) 

Institutional  Aid  Funds.    Additioival  institutional  student  aid 
funds  per  FTE  were  also  linked  to  the  probability  of  receiving  aid,  / 
althougV^the  ihargfnal  effect  was  apparently  not  very  great.  *  Spep^'^lcally, 
a  ten  percent  increase  in  institutional  aid  funds  per  stud ept  Increased 
the  likelihood  of  receiving  aid  by  two-tenths  of  a  perc^t  (.13  p«r* 


centage  pofhts).    Hence,  although  matching  requiretnents  in  Federal 
student  ajd 'programs  work  In  favor  of  institutions  with  avaClable  funds,  V 


the  ^stiomjt  of  1972-73  Federal  campus -based  aid  and  the  necessary  matching  funds 
were  not  sp  greafas  to  impact  heavily  on  the  likelihood  of  recelvJrtg  aid'  u*. 


across  all-  institutions. 


Equation  (I)  was  estimated  with  the  aggregate  1«ve4  of  aid,  SAf^fc  , 
a^ the'regressand.    The  results,  which  mirror  those  just  discussed, .are  . 

shown  in  Table  VI-2.  *  .      .  *  -  / 

*  * 

Income  «^    As  before,  the  income  .measure  exhibits  the  expected  negative  ^ 
fnfluence  on, total  aid.    The  e^rti  ma  ted,  effect  Is  quite  significant:  a' 
ten  percent  difference  in  family  -fncoroe  alters  the  level  of  aggregate 
aid  received  by  18  percent.    An  enrolled  student  from  a  family, with  $1,000 
less  income  than  the  average  would  have  received  ^n  estimated- $85.50  irj^ 
additional  aid  funds.  t       '  ' 

/    ■  Ing^f  tut  ions  enrolling  higher  income  studertts  tended  to  d^iscrimi- 
nate  more  sharply  According 'to  income  in  the  distribution  of  dollars.  The 
estimated*  elastic!  ties  for  total  aid  with  respect^o  income  were  -2.^  3n4 
-U5  for  high  income  and  low  to  middle  income  institutions,  respectively.— 

SAT  Score ^    From  equation  (2.1),  students  Ijemonstratrn?^  greater,  i. 
academic  aptitude  tended' to  receive  larger  totafi  aid  packages..  Students* 

/The  elasticities  a  re*"  calculated  at  the  mean  values  of  the  T^\tszxit  variable^ 
For  institutions  where  Y§  z  $10,500,  ^*         ^  , 

.\  J   *      '  dIAi^5^^=  -.0752x(.01x$l6,430)  -  .O32M*01x$l6,^3O)  ' 

For  {nstituttons  where       <  $10,500,        •  '  ■  , 

-         ;  AXAi^i^  =  -.0752>{(.01x$l  1,573)  ■        .  ' 

'See  Appendix  A.  324 


  •  •  . 


, .  -   -          ■  "     -              '       -     «'  .  ■ 
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:     '                 .Table  V.I-2, 

^    '                                   *  '''-«* 

Determinants  of  Total  Aid  Packaged* to  1972-73  Entering  Fall-Tlroe  Freshmen 

K*           '  1- 

V^T*"?  '7           .^...(Underlined  coefficients  are  sfgnlf lcai1Wt:_.05  Uvel;  standard  errors  are  in  parentheses) 

OEPEHOEHT 
VflRIAfiLE^ 

-      EJJPtAHATORY  VARIABLES        '  ^  * 

•                    *  < 

< 

Racfal/ 

Ethnic       .  Student 
Group      ^  Sex    ,  Budget 

.JnstM  ^ 
Aid       Cog-  - 
Budget    stant  } 

^Yk-       {Dyh)(AYk)      SAtA  (Dshl(SATj^)  (Os^XSATk) 

C      -  - 

#  - 

,    (2.|>  Total  Aid 

.-.0855  .2788 

-216.1       -52.18  '.277^ 

,  ^2712  ^  .  293^ 

(.0021)  (.0292)- 

(25.08)    {15-69}  -  (.0070)  -^^156)/.  X 

< 

F      66^.07  1 

**  - — ■ 

/ 

■m              •  ■' 

* 

(-2,2)  Total  Aid     •  ^ 

-                 =  .31  • 
-F   =  46A.31 

.  -.0752       •  -.032ij      *  .26tf6        .5752  .0727 
(.0023)        (.0031)       (.0301)      (.0247)  (.01^5). 

'       •                                         •       •  - 

• 

* 

-208  .'3     .-55.  ft'  .28tt1 
(25.22)    (15.59)  (.0073) 

«  * 

.2550  270^6 

* 

« 

ERIC. 

 ......  L'.j 

* 
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wItlL,Sffr  scores  10&  points  above  the  mean  score  received  an  esjtetated 
$^8  more  in  totc|l  aid,    Ag^'n,  selective  institutions  apparently  dfs-  \ 
jcriminated  more  severely  accor*^i>g  to  measured  SAT  score*    Less  selectfve 
iDStftutlons  increased"  total  aid  by  3  percent  fon  a  10  percent  improvement 

-  ; .      . '  .     '  }..     ■  '  :•  -  .  ■ 

■-JiLJA"Ls.cfiCss.t— -fenoag-selettTve  1nsr.?t»t?nfis->s^tbose  enmlHng  a.  fti 


cTa^^  with  a  roedfan  SAT  score  greater  than  1100  —  the  total . amount  of 
aid  increased  by  an  estimated  4  percent*-^   •  .        '  -  ^  :  -  ^ 

Otfeer  Variables,    The  results  for  the  remaining  variables  In  equations 
(2.1)  and  {1.1)  are  similar  to  those  discussed  in  J>art  l<   Iht  student's  . 
racial/ethnic  group  and  costs  of  attendance  are  estttnated  to  have  size- 
able  effects  on  the  amount  of^aid  received.    Minorities  received^  on 
average^  over  $200  more  than  their  white  peers,  other  things  equal*  Stii-- 
dent&  Iticuring  costs  $1,000  greater' than  the  average  were  estimated  to 
receive  an  additional  $284  fn  aid^    Expressed  differently,  relatively 

4 

<^  / 

greater  costs  i<ere  associated  with  equal  percentage  increases  in  the 
level  of  the  aid  package. 

On  the  oth^r  hand,  stSiSent  sex  and  the  level,  of  Ig^titutional  aid 
funds  apparently  exerte\  a  marginal  Influence  on  the-^^fj^unt  5f  aid  offered^ 
and  received.    In  particular,  women  students , received  barely  $50  more  in 
aid  than  male  students*    Simifarly,  a  10  percept  Increase  Jn  JnstitutJonal 


VThe  felcuiations  are  aS  follows:  ' 

'    '  whg?e'l)rrg  >  1100 

•      •  •  'J 

A  (ZAi^k5"  '2606  X  (.1.0x976)  +  .1752  x  (.  10x976 J 

,  .  .      .  ■ 

Where  SAf..<  1100 


A  (XAi^ic)*  -Zioe  X  (.10x67^) 


Mean  total  aid  measured  at  highly  selective  Institutions  and  %Sh% 

.at  non-select Ive  Institutions.    See  Appendix  A.   .  .  -. 


fuads  per  FTE  (estimated  at  about  $150 ,000  per  Institution)  would  have 
Increased  the  total,  aid  package  by  less  than,  one  percent  —  about  $5* 

Packaging  of  Total  Aid  Within  Institution  Sectors 
,    In  an  attempt  to  probe  for  Influences  on^the  aggregate  anipunt  of  aid 
jcfffered^nthrecelved,  the^^gneral  ^spfationf^^fe  r€^l!rtlm^t?Rj  sepsflrkte 
for^LS  eaterlng  full-time  freshmen  enrolled  at  public  four-year,  public 
;twp-year,  aril  private  four-year  Institutions.  *l^^rt,  this  partttljonlng 
permits  comparisons  of  aid  packaging jimong  broadly-defined  Institutional 
sectors  which, are  frequently  contrasted  along  other  lines^T  Sut^  J^ond 
offering  comparisons  of  general  Interest/  the  partitioning  also  differen- 
tiates ^mong  students  according  to  several  of  the  Influences  examined 
above.    Prlvat^'^ur-ye^r  Institutions,  for  example,  tfehded  to  enroll  * 
higher  Income  ind  more  able  students  and  also  to  charge  more  for  tuition.  ^ 
Public  two-year  Institutions  tended  to  enroll  relatfvely  lower  Income 
stiidents,  to  charge  lower  tuitions,  and  to  administer  fewer  dollars  of 
instltutlonaLald  funds  per  FTE:^^    Hence*  the  parti tloolng  ^'controls," 
In  part,  for* the  Interaction  among  the  explanatory  variables. 

IableS'VI-3  and  contain  the  OLS  estimates  within  Institutional 
sect6^s^  for  the  receipt  of  aid  and  the  aggregate  amount  of  aid  respec-  * 
tlvely.    With  the  exception  of  the*  public  two-year  estimates,  the  ajd'*/ 


^  Alternate  measures  and  .specif  Icatlons  of  ^verat  variables  In  the  generl^l 
Sjuat Ion  yield  estimates  which  suggest^some  partitioning  ls'necessary# 

'    For  example,  when  the  studefnt  budget  variable  was  replaced  by 
squared  value- (a^  specif  Icatfon.  which  permits  both    the  level  of  and* mar- ^ 
glnal  dlffefenc^  fn  costs  to  Tnfluence  total  aid),  the  estimated  effect  of 
stiident^s  SAT  score  Is  doubled  (see  eifuatlon*  [B.  4]  In  Appendix  B)» 

.    *  ^  Vhen  the  student  ^budget  variable  Is  replace'd  by  a  tuition  and^ees  k 

?  measure;,,  only  the  parameter  estimate  applied  to^the  high  SAX  .Institutions, 
(B^|.)  (SATj^),  was  greatly  effected  —  In  most  .cases  becoming  Ijisignlf  leant. 
Stml  lar  suDstlfutlons  of  different  types  of  federaJ  canipus-faasfed  a.fd  funds 

.  adBjlntstered- by  tha  Institution  '(fOJiTinltial 'year,  CWS,  and  NDSL^  for 
Institutional. aid  funcfa  affectffd  theliigh  SAT  Irfstttutlon  paratnetef  esti-  , 

^^te      well.,  generally  Increasing  their  5lzes.   These  tests^are  shwn'^fn  . 

^pp^Ix  ff.f  •  '    ^      '  --^  ■  ' 


Table  VH^ 


Determinants  of  Total  Aid  PackagedT  to  1972*73  Entering  Full-Time  Freshpien  by  fastttattbnal  'Sector 
4^  at  •05  level;  standard  errors  are  In  parenthefes)  ~ 


OEPajDEHT 

vaRrftBtE 


(3.1)  Receipt 


- " 


Available  Inc'oroe 


SAT  Score 


Racial/ 
Ethnic- 
group 


' ,  ■  Studeftt  Aid  eon^  ♦ 
-  Sex     budget     Budget  :  stanft' 


AYjc 
(.0001) 


(Dyh)  (AYic)     SAT^    (Dgh).  (SATfc}    (DsiKSATic).,  A' 


COST, 


ic  « 


-.0012        .0190      .0059;     .      -,003^  ^ -6v9l9      -2^^.     :€Q54.-  .0076" 

(.0002)    (;ooi8)  <Ioo!5)    .    (.0027)    (i.$i^)     ^365)  (Tooo5)  i.ooU) 


53.32 


(3.2)  Receipt. 

PubWc_^^f^r^ 

«  .19 
;     /  F^^  «  107.55 


'-.0050  -.0008        ♦0162-      «0107  > 

(.0002)  (.0003)      (.0029)  '  (.0022) 


.00^0'.  -5.888  >3'-895  ":0036  -.0028  '  60/57 
(>P037)_^  (2*283)     K\M\i   (,OO09)  f.O022) 


4 


(3.3)  Receipt. 

Public  2-Year   ,  -.0037 
,  .  (.0003) 

:    :  ,  >-  .13       ..-^  ' 
F-«  1,2.58 

a  A)    Receipt,'    ^      "  . ' 

-     ' ..  Prlvate^ipfear  -.00^7 


ERIC- .f-*  22 


-.000^  ^  .'0l8<t 
V(loO.07r  (T0037) 


-.613^  -6.316  -I. 
\    t,6a82)      (3-.  lip)  (2. 


( 


•.OlOtt  '    .006ft  . 

(.0019)- 


fti.50 


-.0015        Mil       r0030  ,',0075      ^5>7-l&         .9791     -^OOftg  '    .0077.  62,93 

(,0033)      (70052)    t,t)02z)    '      \?D72i'     (3.158)     it,830j-  "COC^   J^^^  'S 


-DEfeEHDEHt 


Betemtnants  of  Total  Atd^^ckaged  to  1S72-73  Entering  FulHTIme>re.shifen  by  Jnst  I  tot  tonal  Sector 
(Und^lined  coefficient?  signlffcant  at  .05  leveJj,  standard ,j&^rdr5  are  in  parentheses)  - 


^  ^xS)  Total  lid, 
1\1  r  Studen 


Students 
F  «  464.31 


^(4.2)   Total  Aid. 

^Public  4-Year 

^  ♦ 

=  -26 
F  =  163.26 

(4.3)    Total  Aid, 

Public  2-Year 


.r2  =  .21 


F  «  75.40 


/ 


EXPLAHATORY  VARIABLES 


Available  income 


SAT  $<x>re 


Ethnic; 


  .      Student.  ^  .Aid  "  tori^'j. 

"group         Sex    '  Budget"^    Budget  ^stant 


AYk         (fiyh)  (AYk)      SAT^    (DshUSATk)    SilXSATj^  % 


COSTjj  .  -  ;  Bj 


(.0023). 


-.0324        >2606  J752 

(.0031)    (To3on  (TSUt)' 


.0727, 


-208.S-  -55>12^  .,ia4l  -  ^^50/  270,^^^^ 
t25*2ZT     (15.5?     (T0073)  ^  Co^ 


(.0028) 


Xoo84  t*  .IQ84  »0276'  ^ 
(.0034)     (T039D  (7^91) 


.2287^  -.168.5  -^'42.09  '  ;.2!99  ,1897  401,1- 
CTOD .    (3P.42)    TlOo)  ^CoT2^^  Co^^  r  '  W.' 


-.0394- 
(.0029) 


'  -'0174  .0144 
(.0080]^  ('.0406).' 


-.0194  />  49^.81  -43:49  z^5L  ,  -.0756  127;2.  ' 
(.0902^       (34.04>'  ^^421..90)    (TpS0C  (.O539)        '  . 


'0.4)    Tbtal  Aid, 

Private  ^"-Year 
.   ,  

I'  ERIC  f;**  122.53 


-.1420; 
(^0073) 


/ 

•-.0347       .5088  a46§ 

(.0078)    (TTooT)  (70530) 


^..7.178     .  4494^9       47V94      .230t      .2150  1014 

^Hw)  :   (75.10)    (43.5*)  C01565  -(ToSm^-^^n.  ' 


T  i-- 


■  .  .  ■■     ..  VI-I8     .      ^      -.  *       *  . 

..-  ^'  ■    --  v>-t.^-  -  .        ...   ■  -  ----- 

dlstrlfautton  functions  by  sector  explain  about  as  much  of  tWe  variation  ■ . 
1«  total  atd  (as  measured  by  adjusted  R2).as  the  "all  students"  equations-'^ 


*4t 


Income'*   Anong  sectors,  family  Income  least  affected  the  probability 
of  recetyjtng  afd  at  public  two-year  InstltuttpnsV  .Proa  equation  (3»?/* 
a  $1,000  tncfemeni  In  In«JtDe, reduced  the  likelihood  of  receiving  aid  by  . 

'  -     ~  / 

.^an  estimated  3*7  percentage  points  at  these  schools*   Among  four^ear 
Institutions^,  a  similar  Income  diange  vras  associated  vdih  a  five  to  six 
point  decline.    Freshmen  enrolled  at  higher  Income  public  four-^ear 
li^itutlons  e?djlblted  a  drop  In  probabnitj|y^  the  JUpperlsnd  of  this 
•  Hnge  —  an  estimated  5.8  percentage  polnt^*^  Those  enrolled  at  Jow-to- 
middle  Income  Institutions  were  5*0^  points  less  lllcely  to  receive  aid  for! 
every  $1,000  Increment  In  income*    However,  as: shown  In  equation  (3»^)» 
tile  $1,000  Increment  In  family  In»me  reduced  the  chances  of  receiving 
a|d,  at  private  four-year  Institutions  by  4*7  percentage  points,  cegardless 
*of  the  median  family  income  at  the  Institution  attended*   The*HIgher  costs 
.    of  attendance  at^prfvate  Institutions  could  account  for  this  result,  since 
c6sis  probably  dominate  any  differences  in  family.  Income  levels  among 
Institutions  In  establishing  the  eligibility  for  aid* 

Looking  at  Table  family  income  again  least  affected  the 

amount  of  total  atd  received  by  public  two-year  college  freshmen*  The 
»$1,|}00  Increment  In  Income  resulted  in  an  estimated  $39  to' ^$57  drop  In 
total  support  Tor  these  students v   This  Is  about  half  as  great  ^s  the 
estimated  decline  for  public  foui^-year  students  {$72  to  $80)  and  about 

one-third  the  esttmafed  effect  on  the  amount  of  aid  for  private  four 

  * 

year  students  ($U2  to  $177).    .   *  .  ^ 

*  r 
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< 


tnstitutlons  enrolling  higher  Incotae^  students,  regardless  of  sector^ 


tended  to  dlscrtiotnate  more  sharply  according  to  Income.    For  exaoH>]e> 

«oong_hlgher  Income  ps^lvate  four-year  Institutions,  a  $1,000  tecorae , 

'  ^ » -  '  '  *  *   *       *        *  ...  •'t^ 

different^  produced  an  estimated  $}j6j;hange  In  .the  totil  aid  package* 
^t   Icwto-jslddle  IncMae  private  four-^ear  schools,  ^e  aid  atsount^ 
differed  fay'an  estimated  %\kZ.   Aaong  pubtic  fouf^ear  Institutions,  thie 
difference  In  the  estimated  Incoiae  effects  on*the  level  of  aid  between/^ 
'high  and  Icw^to-tnlddle  Incoae  Institutions,  measured  about  $8      the  lowest 
absolute  and  relative  <JIfference  acros^all  sectors. 


SAT  Score #    Ko  large  differences  In  the  effect  of  vs^^Mx^i^  acadcsslc 
aptitude  on  the  probability  of  receiving  aid  «erge  fro©  the  equations 
In  Table  'A  100  point  lciprovec)©lrt  tn  SAT  scores  apparently  IncS'eased 

the  chances  of  receiving  ald*by  1.6  to  2,7  percentage  poljits,  -  ^ 

Within  Institutional  sectors,  highly  selective -fnstltutions  tended 

to  differentiate  among  students  by  SAT  score  as  did  their  less  selective 

counterparts*    The  public  four-year  sector* provided  the  only  exception* 

Specifically^    while  freshmen  ;at  less  selective  public  ^our-yeaf- 

Ifistltutlons  Improved  rftetr  chances^  of  receiving  aid  by  K6  points  for 

^^^^^  ^ 
t?ieri  iOO  point  Increase  In  SAT  scores,  those  at  highly  selective  public 

four-year  InstPtutlons  were  2,7_.percent3ge  points  laore  likely  to  receive 

aid  wtth^the  same  SAT  score  change*    For  those^f reshmen  at  private  four- 


year^  and  public  two*^ear  Institutions  presenting  SAT  scores  100  points 

^  ^  •         ■     '  . 

above  the  me^jn,  the  probability  of  receiving  al^  Increased  by  an 

estimated  1,7  to  1.8  percentag&v points,  regardlessiof  the  selectivity 

-    -  ,  ^  -  J 

of ,  the  Institution.  >  a 

'   '    *  '  •         -  ' 

.  '    33.4'  .-  ' 
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r 
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,  Olfffefwces  \n  stu^ht  SATscores  proldaced  the  greatest  changes 
fn-the  level  of  aggr^ate  afd  offered  and  received  at  private  four^year 
institutions*    An  entering  full -*tlrae' freshman  presi^ting  an  SAT  score 
lOp-polnts  jabove  the  sean  received  $65  c»re  in  total  aid* 


/ 

'Several  Interesting  results  e^rge.frcs  the  coi^Vl^oft^ >a!tn)ss 
ielectlvi$y  groups  withia  ead»  sector*   firsts  the  ^re  selective  prir  . 
i/'ate  four^ear  Instt^tlons  discriminated  aore  sharply  by  sttident 
5AT  score  Irt^  ^e  aaouRt  of  aid  anf«rded*    &itgrlj^  ftill/tlae  -fr^lmBn 
with  SAT  scores  100  points  *above  the  aean 'recelwd  aa  additional  $65 
fn  total  ald^'   Further,  non-selective  prl^te  four-ye/r  ^lleg^ 
apl>arOTtIy  reduced  the  levei^F  aid  by  §21  for  every  100  point  Isprove^ent 
In  tiie  SAT  score^    Finally,  vAIle  aid  amounts  at  both  hIgMy  selective 
and  non-selective  public  four-year  instl^tlons  appeareii-  to  reflect 
^differences  fn  SAT  scores,  the  non-selective  schools  provide  the  largest 
Increscent  In  afd*    Specifically,  aid  was  Increased  by  aii  estimated  $3^  at 
non-seiectlve  tco©pared  to  $24  at  highly  selective)^  pubM'p  l^r-yea'r  ,  .  ^ 
Institutions.    This  result  suggests  that  the  less  selective  public  four*- 
^year  Institutions  may  well  be  using  price  Inducements  to  coj^ejte  with 
''the  ©ore'selectlve  counterparts  for  talented  high  school  graduates* 

# 

.  Racial/Ethnic  Group>   Across  aM  InstltHitlon  sectors,  minorities 
appeared  to  be  favored  In  the  ITl^llbood  of  receiving  aid  and  In  the 
amount  of  support  offered  and  recelyed*    From  Table  yi-3f  the  »est  I  mates  , 


aflaong  institutional  sectors  dif  not  varvugreatly:  mlnbrlties  were  about 
S  t9L  7 -percentage  points  laore  likely  to  receive^  aid  than  their  siajority 
pe^rs-.  '  ^        ^  ' 

More  pronounce  differences  in  ^  distribution  of  total  aid  by 
sector  ea)erge  fro©  Table  VI -4*:.  For  all  fresteen,  total  a|d  to  minority 
%t>xdtxits  asxxmted  to  an  estlaated  $208  sore  than  totaj  aid  to  i¥hlte    ^  ^ 
students.  Jiotably,  the  minority  freshman  at  a  private  four-year  college 
.recorded  art  estlisated  $^5  TOre  In  al<|  than  his/her  white  classmate*  On 
the  other  hand,  the  difference  In  total  aid  by  racial/ethriic  group  arohg 
.public  two-year  college  students  was  Insignificant.*^ •This  latter  finding 
saght  be  attributed  to' the  relatively  low  Jncoee'of  ffl!  fresha^  attending 
public  two-year  colleges;    Many,  regardless  of  racI^I/ethnlc  group,, 
simp^ly  would  not  ^ave  enrol  led  without  some  financial  alssls^nce. 

■■   •  .  ' '  "    .  '■■    -'   •  '    •  v 

Student  Budget.     The  estlniated  coefficients  In  Tables  VI -3  *nd  Yl^ 

^    f  ■  '  ^  m> 

reveal  comparable  sar^inal  effects  of  costs  of  attendance  on  the  dlstrlbu- 
t^on  of  total  aid.   A  ten  percent  difference  In  stuoeht  costs  resulted  - 
in  a  .7  tb  1.5  percentage  point  difference  In  Xbtr  p/iAabfilty  of  receiving 

'  9 

f  aid,  depending  on  the  type  of  .institution  attended.-/ 


Equations  (4,1)  to  (4.4)- Illustrate 'the_,  estlcnated  effects  of*  niarglnal 

change  In  student  costs, on  the  amount  of  aid'offered  and  received.   A  ten 

percent  difference  In  <»sts  changed  the  aiDount  of 'total  aid  by  ^n  ^tlsated^ 

S  percent  at  public  four-year,  12  percent  at  public  two^^year,  and  7  percent 

at  private  four-year  Institutions.  *  '  / 

_/  See  Ai^pendlx  A  for  the'^'calculatlons.    Student  budgets  averaged  $2;017, 
§l*3a0,  and  $3,538  at  public  four-;year,  public  Jtwo^ear,  and  private  foUr- 
year  ins titiit Ions.  .     '  *    .  ^  •  '« 


Table  VI-5 


--Peteratnaat^  of  firant  and  Scholarship  Aid  Packaged  to  1972-73  Btiterlng  Vull-Tfae  Freshmen 
(Underikied  coefficients  are  significant  at  .05  level;  standard  errors  are  In  parentheses) 


(5..  1 )  Srant^nd 

$cholarsFlp/ 
Xidl 


/F  =  327.  H 


EXPLAHATORY  VARIABLES 


/ 


AvaMafale  Incooe 


^AT  Score 


Racfal/ 
.  Ethnic 
Group 


y      ^  /  Inst'l 

Student     Aid  Xon-- 
Sex      Budget     Budget  stant 


(.0015) 


-.Ot»07 
(.0016) 


;3065 
<.0206) 


-.0166  .2713/^  .1725 
TTo^)     CoITI)  (.0175) 


-216.2  •    6.1^7  4i!?to 
j[T7:73)-  (11.03)    '(tlM59)  PiTO 


15M 
9 


1399^  3!tM^:^ 


■ ' » 


'  -'0810  -212.1  2.0%5^  .1506  ".  1238  60.Bti 
H  ■  (.0314)     tr7-82)    U1.02)     (70052)    (ToTBI)  v 


.ERIC 


333 


-  -yv  
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Table  VI-5 


--Peteratnaat^  of  firant  and  Scholarship  Aid  Packaged  to  1972-73  Btiterlng  Vull-Tfae  Freshmen 
(Underikied  coefficients  are  significant  at  .05  level;  standard  errors  are  In  parentheses) 


(5..  1 )  Srant^nd 

$cholarsFlp/ 
Xidl 


/F  =  327.  H 


EXPLAHATORY  VARIABLES 


/ 


AvaMafale  Incooe 


^AT  Score 


Racfal/ 
.  Ethnic 
Group 


y      ^  /  Inst'l 

Student     Aid  Xon-- 
Sex      Budget     Budget  stant 


(.0015) 


-.Ot»07 
(.0016) 


;3065 
<.0206) 


-.0166  .2713/^  .1725 
TTo^)     CoITI)  (.0175) 


-216.2  •    6.1^7  4i!?to 
j[T7:73)-  (11.03)    '(tlM59)  PiTO 


15M 
9 


1399^  3!tM^:^ 


■ ' » 


'  -'0810  -212.1  2.0%5^  .1506  ".  1238  60.Bti 
H  ■  (.0314)     tr7-82)    U1.02)     (70052)    (ToTBI)  v 
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Tabte  VI-6 


Detenatnants  of  Tera-Trme  Work  Aid  Packaged  to  19/2-73  Entering  fulI-TI»e^Freshaien 
{Under! filed  coeflFIclents  are  significant  at  ,05  level;  sfan^rd  errors  are  iif  parentheses) 


itPEHOEHT 
VARIABLE 


fXPLAHAfORY  VARIABLES  - 
.  Racfai/ 


Available  I nt^»e 


SAT  Score 


  -  /"  ■         fustn  : 

Ethnic^    ;  'w'       Stu^nr    AM  -^5>n- 
firouy        Sex      Budget     fltidget  stant 


AVfc        M(AYk)    .SAT^    (OshHSATj,)    {D^jUSATy   :    V      -^^^        ^ST^^  ^^I 


(6il>  Tera-Tffae 
V   -Work  Aid", 


67i6$ 


(6*2)  Tenn-Tlfpe 
Work  Aid 

.  .  F  * 
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-♦0108 
(.0007) 


-.0091; 
,(7ooo5) 


-.0522 

Coo^ 


-24,13  -5-^41  ^158  ,0^47  ;  168,2 
(8.570)       tofiS)    (-002%)  (.0088) 


t 


(Toio5)  '  (.0085) 


.011(1  -26.88  -5-557  .0204  .0509  152.1^ 
t0153)       (FrpTj)^  \  15.360)^  Coolf)  COOSS) 
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Table  VJ^*7        ^     /  ^ 

lielfermlnants  of  Student  Loan  Aid  Packaged^  to'  19?2-73^terrng  fotl-tfme  Freshm^ 
(Underlined  coefficients  are 


lent  Loan  Aid  Packaged^  to  19?2-73  tnterfag  Hrtl-Tfme  Freshmen  -  ;  -  Vr^f^ 
ire  significant  at  .05  level;  standard  errors,^a^r*e  la  parentheses)       ,  ^  ^  *   •  / 


BEPEHDEHT- 


Av'a  1 1  able-  \  ncoroe  ^ 


PIBLAHATORY  VARIABI^S 
EthnFc 


SAT  Score 


*      /instil    *  . 
.   y      Student   ■  Md  Con- 
Sex     •  Budget     €udgiet  stant> 


Arie,     •(DYh)(AYk)     SAT^.  ^Osh).(SAT,^)    {Os,),(SATit)  • 


COST, 


if' 


(7.1)   ^Student  Loan 


g.0255 
0012) 


.(Toilf) 


.I8fi7  "-48.73  '  '-^0?9  -oagft  49^11 
04.62)  ,   {gnJiJ  Coo5D  ;  (^ps) 


(7.^)    Student  toan 
Aid 


F  ■'=Jl'43.60 


-.0226  .13086 .0411 


.0309 


.  1226  '  ,    7.666     "^^.ai      .low      .0967    ■  f6.90 


(TooTD  '■'/'^  (TooT^    (ToTtt)  Coi^s)    '    {T02ST)    (14.77)     (97135)   {Too5B  (ToisD 


V 
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:  v.;  ^  -  ^-r:-  v  x  -        ,  y  -  .r^/ 

r9rant»  ««<i  schoIarehIps  are  roost  likely  to  fall  under- Institution  con- ~ 
trol*  Therefore,  the  an»unts  of  tfils  aid  offered  and,  rccel ved  wuld  fae\^ 
f     .-best  escplalned  by  the  specified  stud^t/famf ly  and  Instltutfon  varies;  . 

-  On  tiie  other  hand,  many  term-time  Jobs  We  obtained  frodi  non-lnstttuttbr^    ^  v 
.  sources  and  without  regard  to  student  characteristics.   Sfrallarly,  apcess  _ 

^  '      r       to  student  loans  Marled  from  place  to  place,  depending  on  state  and         -•   ''  ' 
^  local  banR  Involvement  In  loan  progcans  (Rice  £tf 77}) V  Therefore,     -  . 

*     \  ^^lough  Institutions  ral^ht  4iave  marginally,  adjust  the  amounts'  <>f  :Wbrk  ^ 
V  and  loan  aid  Included  In  iaie  aid  package,  other  unspecified  Varlabfe 

also  Impacted  on  the  levels  of  aid  received  (see  Froorakfn.. [19751) '  .  .  \ 

4ncome>    If  Institutions  are  atteinpiting  to  iwet  equal  education    '  .     •  / 

- r  =      _            .    ■  ■             ■-■       ^                           ■             ^     .                 /     -  '  .  -     -  . 

.opportunity  objectives,  low  income  stt|dents  should  be  favore^  In  the 

-    ;    ,  "  -        .             -                                    •            .  •* .          '  '  .  ■  - 

:  *       '  *       packaging  of  grant  and  scholarihip  aid.  relative  to  ^era-tlmeSwrk  or  '-.7 

'  ;    .  ^  'student  loans.   The  estimates /Shown  Ifi  Tables  VI -5  and  VI -7  are  generally  . 

:  '  •  consistent  vrfth  this  hypetfiesis-  Consider  a  studenrfrtsm  a  famfly  with 
Income  $1,0$(r  lower  than  average.  Grant  and  sdwlarshlp  aid  would  have 
Increased  by  "about  $45^  term-time  earnings  by  aboyt  $11,  and  loan  proceeds 

.        '    "        by  ab'oQt  $25.   The  es^mated  aid  elasticities  wirfi  resp^<?t  to  family  .  ' 

7  ^  4.  income  measure  2»1  for -grant  and  scholarship  aid,  US'^^or  term-time  Sbrk, 

and*l.7  for, Student  loans .-^    Insunmary,    the  distribution  of  grant  ^nd  { 

■       -       .  ■  V-  *  ,  ■      '        "  .  - 

scholarship' aid  appears  to  be  most  sensitive  to -differences  In  In^joroel' 

:  At  both*  h^h  and  low-to-ralddle  Income  Institutions,  identical 

.  ^   -  '  Imprwements  In  a  student's  family  Income  brought  about  greater  estimated 

/'  change,  in  grant  and 'scholarship  ald.than  In  term-time  work  or  student  - 

'  *  •  loans.  Moreover,  for  each  type  of  aid  (as  with  total  aid),  institutions 

-  •         .  •• .•-      ^  - 

^These  estimates  are  calculated  at  the  mean  values^  of  the  relevant 
.  _  .  varlaWcs.   See  Appendix  ^.  '  "  "  ■ 

•ERIC,      •  ■    -  ^  •  ^'  ^^i-     ..,   / .  , 


"snrolltng  relatively-higher  tivcooie  students  tended  to.  atscrlralnate 
jnpre  severely  according  ta  fantlly  Incocne.   The  estrroated  Incorae  coeCfl-  „ 
.cleijts  In  equation  (i.2X  reveal  that  a  $1,000  IncfenKht  In  available  * 
-income  generated  a  diange  In  grant  and  scholarship  aid  of  $5%frcat  ~* 
high  tncoae  Institutions  compared  to' a^^  (^angeJsf  S^tl  frcpp  low  to  mtddH^ 
tncooje  Institutions..  -Froo  eqiratlon  (6,2)  th^  Income  jdianf^  resulted  . 
In  estljnated  term-tlroe  earnings  4ifferences  of  $^l4  ^nd  S9  for  hlgb,-and 

,  io»-to-BJodprate  Ihcocne  Institutions,  respectively*  With  stUdsit  3oafls> 

/'/^  -        ^  _  .^-"^      /   .  , 

the^  dllN^erence  tfi  the  estimated  Income  effects^ came  to       leased  pn  a  ^ 

$JI  loan  Ir^crement  at  high  Income  Institutions  and  a  $22  lodn  incranent 

at  low-td-mlddle  Jncome  ins,titutlons. 

SAT-Stwre.    Institutions  might  be  expected' to  reward  higher  abllltr, 

  -  ■  •        ■        .  '  "  \ 

students  with  greater  amounts  of  grant  and  sdiolarship  ahf  If  wirancing 

Institutional  prestige  constituted  a  ijejor  Institutional  objective. 

Consistent  with  this  Interpretation,  the  results-  In  tables  VI*-5  to  VI-7 

also  Indicate  several  Interesting  differences  In  the  packaging ,of  each 

type|of  *ald  by  student  SAT  score.      ^^  _  '    *    .  . 

According, to 'equations  (5.1)  and  (7.1) »  a  100  point  Iraprovenent  In. 

SAT  scores  was  associated  with  a  $31  Increase  In  grant  and  scholarship 

aid  and  a  $k  Increase  Iji  loan  aid.   Of  Interest,  however*  Is  the  slgglfl- 

;     .   .     ■        ,  '. 

/.pant  n^ative -parameter  estimate  for  the  acadeglc  apti tilde  ^«arlable  In 

'  tem-tiraework  'fequatlbn  X6-I1) . ,  This  result  Implies  that  the  amount 

'     *  ,    '         ■  -     '  - 

pf  work  Support  declined,  by  about  $5  for 'every  100  point  ^crease  \n 

SAT  scores.*  Taken  together,  these  .findings  suggest  that  Institutions  - 
,  ■        *■  •  _  ,  —  .       ■         •  '  ■ 

relied  on  term-time  work  k\6  Instead  of~loaps*or  grants  and  scholarships 

In  financial  aid  package  to  rplaVlvely  Tower  ability  students. 


lists  for  differences  In  packaging  across.  Institution  selectivity 

categories  prov-lde  similar  results,  with  one  notable  exception.  % 

before,  .student  'ablHty  is  measured  by  the  SAT  scor6  was  ^nd  to  bfe  -_ 

negatively  .assoclateftf  with  the  amount  of  t^m-time  %*ork  support  for  all 

Institution  selectivity  groups.   However,  while  the  highly  selective 

Institutions,  terfdetf  to  differentiate  their  grant  .and  scholarship  aI4  and 

.  -  -  '     ft-         ■    '       .  - 

tena^tloe  work  of fers  more  sharply  acasrding  to  SAT  sc^esf^n-selcctlve 

Instltutfons^/ere  more  sensitive  to  the  student's  acadantc  aptitude  In  ' 

•  -  =  » 

the^dlstrlbuttoh  of  loans*^  Specifically,  .an  SAT  score  10  percent  ^ 
greater  than  the  mean  §core  resulted  In  an  estlgfced.  12  percent  larger 
grant  and  sdxjlarshlp  coropbnent,  a  5  percent  scaller.tenB-tlroe  work 
coopdhent,  and  a  3  percent  larger  loan>^m^^*nt  at  highly  selective 
•  Institutions!,  In  contrast,  the  aid  package  at  non-rselectlve -.Institutions 
Onedlan  SAT  less  than  800  or  no  SAT  required)  would  have  exhibited  a 
grant  and  sdplarsWp  c9mponent  Increased  by ^5  percent  above  the  average, 
a  3  percent  smallej*  anount  of  tena-tlme  work  aid,  and  loan  proceeds  7 
percent  greater  than  the  mean  $201.—^  That  the  non-selective  Institutions 
apparently  cifspl^ltirftw^ted  more  severely  In  the  distribution  of  loan  aid 

across  ability  groups -might  be  the  result  of  the  heavy^ reliance  on 

-  .  _  *• 

student  loans  to  aid  students  at  non-selective  institutions*-/ 


_/These  estimates  are  calculated  at  the  mean  values  of  the^ relevant 
variables. _  See  Appendix  A.   -  "  '     ,  '  / 

^/Although  no 'additional  evidence  Is  avallab'le  to  us,  ItToay  weli:  be  that 
the  pfoprUtar^tostltutlons,  i^tch  accounted  for  about  one-half  of 
^efull-tlroc-^Kllroents  of  non-selective  Institutions, -attracted 
students  with  larger  loan  packages.   That  Is,  the  marginally  better 
-itudents  enrolled  at  the  proprietary/vocational  Tnstltutlons  jf 
relatively  larger'ald  paclbges  0-e^g4ns)  were  available. 


:        Racia3/Ethntc  Sroap^   With  tRe  exception  of  Vroceeds  from  a  student 
loanv  the  ^tlmgtes  In  Tabl^  Vl-5  to  Vl-7  Imply  that  minorities  received 
*    larger  aroounts  of  ^ch  type  of  aid.    For  grants  and  sdiolarjhips,  enierins 
full-time  liilnorlty  freshmen  were  offered  and  received  over  $20a  more  than 
their  aajorlty  peers*  The  estimated  mean  difference  of  abo«t'$27  In 
term-time  work  support  favor^Hitnorltles  as  welU  ^^aln,  these  result5>- 
most  particularly  the  sizeable  estlraa'ted  differences  In  grant  and  scholar- 
ship  aid  by  racial/ethnic  group  ~  lend  support  to  the  hypothesis  that  . 
Institutions  were  attempting  to  Increase  minority  enrollments  In  an  effort 
to  meet  equal  education  opportunity  goals^ 

Student  Sex>   The)  results  from  Tables  VI-5  to  VI-7  Imply  that  th^  j J 
marginally  greater  amounts  of  aggregate  aid  to  women  students  poted 
earlier  came  primarily  from  student  loan  proc^tj^.    Specif  leal  ly  a,  from 
V^<^uatIon.(7,2)  ,  females  received  an  estimated  $48  lopre  In  loan  aid  than 

* 

their  male  counterparts.    Hotably,  no  slgnlfl^cant  difference  between 
sexes  In  the  anount  <>f  gran^-  a^nd  scholar/ShIp  aid  qr  te^-tlme  work  aid 
offered  and  received  was  evident  (see  equations  £5»23  and  £6-,23). 

Student  Budgets    Costs  of  attendance  significantly  Influenced  the 

amounts  of  each  tfpe  xSf  aid  In 'the\f I nanclal  aid  package*  Specifically, 

Students  enrolled  at  an  Institution  with  a  st^ent  budget  $1,000  greater 

than^the  average  received  an  estimated  $151  addltfonal  grant  and 
"  ^  *  '  '     ~  _  -  » 

'   scholarship  aid,  $20  addUfonal  tenn-tlme-vrark  aid,  and  approximately 

$106  additional  loan  support.   Here,  grants  and  scholarships  and  student 

loans  exhibit  the  greatest  response  to  cost  differences.   The  estimated 

3ld  elais^tlftltles  with  respect  to  costs  of  attendance  are  U2,  A,  and 

"  ■     •  347     .  ■ 


i 


T»2  for  grmt  and  scholarship  aid,  term-tlnie  work,,  ^d  student  loafe,'  x,-  ,  . 


respectively^-/ 


w 


Institutional  Aid  Funds.    Instltutlonat^ald  funds  evidenced  a  small'  — 
topact  on  the  distribution  of  each  type^of  aid.   The  estimated  coefficients 
In  equations  (5*2),  {6*2),  and  (7-2)  ii^ly  tbat  an  additional  $100  in 
Institutional -aid  funds  per  PTE  were  associated  wl^  about  $12  swre  In 
grants  and  scholarships,  cocopared  to  an  additional  $5  In  tins^Ioe  work, 
and  about  $10  sx>re  In  student  loan  proceeds*   Apparently,  our  cortt^tlon 
about  the  relatlV€^Iy  sroajl  impact  of  Institutional  aid  funds  on, the  total 

* 

wc^nt  of  aid  received  applies  equally  to  the  three  major  types  of  aid* 


2.    The  Packaging  of  Olfferecit  Types  of  Aid  Within  Institutional 
S^ectbrs  - 

Tables  VI^^S^o  V!-10  contain  the  results  of  the  financial  aid  dis- 


tribution function  for  each  type  of  aid  estj^ted  separately  wathin  selected 
institutional  sectors.'  CT  •  -  ^ 

In  general,  the  results  of  these  regressions  mirror  tfie  findings  re- 
ported  above.  The  amounts  of  different  types  of  aid  packaged  to  entering 
full-time  freshmen  at  private  four-year  Institutions  tended  to  be  inost  sensitive  to 


the  student's  family  fncocie,  acadenilc  aptitude,  and  racjal/ethnic  group. 
However,  relative  to  average  students  within  th^ir  selectivity  and  control 

A  • 

groups,  all  four-year  instf tutlonsr  packaged  aid  (particularly,  grant  and 
scholarship  aid)  similarly  for  more , talented  high  school  graduates/  Finally, 


_/These^  estimates  are  calcufated  at-the  mean  values  of.  the  relevant 
variables.    See  Appendix  A. 
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Table  Vl-^ 


OetemTn^rfts  of  Grant  and  Scholarsfiip  Aid  to  l'972-73  Entering  Full-Tjoe  Ffeshwen  hy  InstTtutlon  Sector 
(Uffaerllned  coeff Icfent^^are  significant  at  .05,  levej;'$tandard?errprs  are  4n  parientheses) 


VARIABLE 

-  *  ♦ 

> 

EXPLAHATORY  VARIABLES 

'     -         ^         "  '1 

Ava {Table  Incoee 

^  :  Racial/ 
.     ^  ^                        t  *  Ethnic 
^  ^       SAT  Score             ^  Group 

Sex 

V.  - 

Student 
Budget 

'  Budget 

Con- 
stant 

-  :  > 

-    -'  < 

•AYk___  (l>yh)(AYk) 

•  {l>sl)(SATy'  *Rk_ 

*  COSTj^ 

—  Bl 

(8.V)  'Grant  and 
*  Scholarship 
A}d»  All  Students 

-.0^07  "  -.0166 
(.0016)  (.0022) 

'.2713  .1725 
(.0175)  .  (.0175) 

-.0§IO  •  -212.1 
(.031^1)  (17.82) 

2.0k5~ 
(1.1 .02) 

.1506 
(.11052) 

.1238" 
(.0182) 

^  60.80  V 

•  « 

2 

R   «  ,V\ 
.  F   «  327. \k 

.  1 

* 

♦ 

•  * 

  « 

*  » 

^         *  * 

u 

'i8.2)_  Gyant  and  -.0359 
Scholarship  (T00I9) 
Aid,  .Public  4--Year 


-.0021  '  .1918  .0778  .0110-- 
(.0024)      (.0271)'  (.0201)  (^0340) 


-lit6.1      -3.^8i»      .1152      .0857  87.53 

(2no§5    (13.02)  (70089)  ("Joloi)  . 


R"^  =  .16 
F   »  90.98 


\ 
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5_-^    -  . 


V 


•  DEPEiy}EHT 


^8*3)  vGrant  andv>  • 

,  '  Scholarship  _ 
'        '  am,  PuMlc  - 
2-year 


R''  =  .20 
F  =  71.67 


.Available  Incooe 


AYfc 


Cooi5) 


-.0065 
(.00^0) 


Table  V!-8^  conctuded-  , 


SAT  Score  * 


EXPLAHATORY  VARIABCES 
:  Racial/ ^ 


Student,^  Ald^/^t^^/ 
Sex      Budget     Budg^.  stant 


{,0201) 


^.1057  -23-32  :  -27.36-  jJ36g^  -.Otl4  3K20 
-pro    {16.80)     (lOD  iloo^  /{Mm 


♦  (S.ii)  Grant  and  -.092A 
;/         Scholarships  (T0059) 

Aid,  Private 

FVear 


'k2 


:;28 

9S.81 


-.0133      'l^SSlT  '.1799  -.7786     ; -63^^.3   P"fe2.02  - : '  .1325      .1765  652>4 

(70063)      (7^^    (To523)  <ri362)     (BTH)     (3^1.72)    C0I56)  (To^ 
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35i.  • 


beteralnants  of  Tena-Tlaie  Work  Aid  Packaged  to  X^nirTi  Entering  Fun-TIiosi  Freshaeo  by  tnsti  tut  tonal  Sector 
(Underlined  coefficients  are  significant  at  .05  level;,  standard  errors  are  Jft  parentheses) 


DEPEHDEHT 
VARIABLE  . 


EXPUHATOKTVARilABLES 


Available  Incocse 


SAT  Score 


RaciBi/  .  .  Instn 

Ethnic  ■         Student    'Aid  Con- 

Group        ^ex       Btfgget    -Budget  stant 


'   .;(9.l)   TenirTline  Work ,    ^.0091  -MkS 
All  Students  (.0008)*  (TooTT) 


'j^L'  «     *0I^1        -26.88      -5.557      ,0201       .05^  152.1 

(7oio5)  *  (.0085)    *  (.0153)      {OS?)    (5.360)   (T0025)  (7oo85),--_ 


=  ni, 
=  67.69 


(9.2)    TernrTitne  Work  ,     -.0082  -.Opttg 
Public  'J-Y^ar        (.0010)        "  (.0013.) 


-.0153  .0225 

•(.omj  floiQis]. 


.0125  *  *-it^.^7 '  -7.767  .OO69 '  .OS^tl 
(.0178)     -(TTOO)     (6.798)    1.0047)  C5T05) 


155.1 


r2« 
F  = 


.06 
29.3'» 
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Ta!^e  Vi-9,  concluded 


r 


4  . 


CO 


EXPLAHATORY  VARlABUS 

^     '  "  Racial/ 
*£thnlc 


Instn 


Student     AW  Con- 
Sex      Budget     Budget  stant 


if. 


.3)  .7ferm<^t:ims'  Worfe^  ,  '-QQ70f      *  -.0023  -.055^ 
*  Public  2-y6ar»%    .  {.Oa|6)      .  '(. 00^13)  -  •  (T0219)^ 


;^.0221        -i4j8      .J|03^        Ml^     -,0185  :  .f37/l 


.   -  ■» 


.  j(9rV)  'ternl^Tlnie'Work  >  -  ^AllS 
U  :  -^APrfvate  Wear  (10021), 


=  .05 


ERIC 


-.0026 

(.0023)  : 


-.0321  -.0514^  \  .085?,  -**J!i0.44 
(.0292r  CIoT55)        (.^8)  (21,93) 
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Dgtermlnaivts  of  Student  Loan  Afd  Packaged  to  \312^Ti  £nterlng  Foil-Time  Fresho^  by'lnstlttrttonal  Sector 
/^^  iUnder lined  coefficients  are  significant  at  .05  level;  standard  errors  are  parenthpses^  ~ 


DEPEHDEHT 
VARIABK 


l  {10*  rl  Student  Loan, 
*  All  Students 


Avatlabte  Income 


♦SAT  Score 


EXPLAHAT(^RT  VARIABLES 

■m  "  ,  ' 

ftactaj/ 
fthniic 
■  Crooi> 


Sex      Budget     Budget    stant  ^ 


-.0226 
(.OOB)- 


COST, 


AVk     „   (DyhXAYfc)'  SWT^    (D-shHSATk)    (D^USATj,)-  Rfc 

-.0086  :      ,0^U       >O^0?  .1g26  7.666     

(.OOlff)     (^77)    (.0U5)         (.0261)     (44.77)     .<9.13$)    (.00^3)'  JToisf)  . 


Student     Aid  Con-. 

t_' 

0967  26.90 


k 


R-'  =  .12 
F  *  14^.^60 


My. 


Vol 


CIO.2)  Student  Loan, 
Public  ^-Year 


-.0229  -.0011        -.0456     .0065  .1750; 

(.0018)  '        (.0021)    '-(.0243)  (.JD181)'  (To|o5) 


-12.94  -26.06  -  .6962  •  .0470 
(18.90)     (11.68)    (.0080)  (.0181) 


ERIC 


(  357 


.    (continued)  ' 


■^358 


■3W 


Table  Vl^^TO^  concluded 


.  DIPEHOEHT 
^  VARIABLE 


EXPLAHATORY  VARIABLES 


(10,3)  Student *Loan, 
'         Public  2-Year 


SAT  Score 


;  Racfal/. 
.  Ethnic 
firoup 


^     fnstn  ^ 
Student*    Aid     \  Con-  ; 
Sex      Budget     Budget  s|ant^i 


Available  IncoHte   


-..0100 
(.8014) 


-^^D052 


.0390- 

(.0038)  (.0190) 


-.0519     :31i75  .  ;.0830      -.i)360  .ShShi^ 

Uokn)  :a5-92)  ,  (lorsi)  1.007a)   {.0252^  ^ 


R^  -  .03 


(10.4)  Student  Loan, 
^     Private  ^Year 


»  .09 


F   =  26.26 


-. 0^120.  -.0102        .0303  •^.0724 

(70053)         (ToMs)     (-.0579) (70307) 


ERIC 


.  -.tMj63^  82.20 
(.0988)  {ii3.46) 


-52.92  .06y3  .  .0287 
{257TB)    (75T13)  (.0365) 
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. the  packaslug  of  different  types  of  aid  to,  freshmen  at  public  two-year 

'    -     -     - '  V     -        '    ^       :  -  '  - 

'Institutions  %»as  lea^t  affect^  fay  tKe  specified  student,  family,  and 
InstHtttlonal  3ttr4*ates.  ^  • 

.  .        ^  ^  : 

.these  results  are  discussed  In  greater  detai  1  below^ 

_  .  income*   Vfthin  each  institutional  sector^  the  paqteglng  of  grant  and 
scholarship  aid  Vfas  oost  sensitive  to  differences  in  available  Income.  This 
result  litely  reflects' the  larger  role  of  Institutions  In  administeffngtr^  ^ 
(and  targeting)    gift  aid.    Beyond  this,  private  four-year  Institutions 
tended  to  discriminate  more  sharply  by  family  Incocae- In  the- distrffautlon  of 
each  type  of  aid.    Since  the  private  Institutions  enrolled  relatively  more 
freshroen  from  higher  Income  families,  this  differentiation  should  not  be 
surprising. 


^     Overall,  according  to  the  estimates  In  equation  (8.t),  entering  full- 
time  freshmen  with  family  Incocaes  $l,X)00  greater  than  the  average  received 
$4J  to  $57  less  in  grant  and  scholarship  aid.    Among  institutional  sectors, 
the  $1,000  Income  increment  reduced  gift  aid  by  an  estimated  ^6  at  public 
four-year  Institutions,  $17  at  public  twa*-year  institutions,  and  $92  to 
$l06.at^^ivate  fo«r-year  colleges/   Kotably,  only  In  the, privats..,^g%  _ 
year  sector  did  Instl tutions'^nrolHng  higher  Indom^^tudents  pac^^S^^*^ 
^grant  and  sqholarship  aid  drff^rehtly^than  their  Idw-to-mlddle  Inc^f^ 
sister  institutions.    In  this  case,  the  higher  Income  private  four-4ear 

Jns'ti tutions  Increased  grant  and  scholarship  aid  at  a  greater  rate  for  *  . 

'    .       .    ,  <   •  .  ^     '     ^  \    ^  ^ 

relatively  lower  Income  freshmen,  lo  the  amount  of  $106  i>er  $1,000  In 

family.  Income  coc!^>ared  to  $92  per  $1,000  Jn  family  income  at  the  low-to-falddl 

Income  private  ^ur-year  college.  '  i 

In  the  packaging  o?  stud^t  work  aid^  Institution^  exhibited  similar  , 

adjustoents  In  the  amounts  of  aid  for*  small  differences  in  family 


"   IncoraeT   From  equations  {d.ZX  to  .{Sv^i),  a^ne  percent  increase  in  family  . 

--   -      *  ^       •     "   ;       *       '  '  .   '  'v 

Income  reduced  the  amcmnt  of  student  earnings  by.  one  to  three  percent w  • 

Wlthln^ectdr^,  differences  in  the  packaging  of  term-tiiae  work  ald-^between 

\    *        '        *  .  '  .  — 

hlghe^  and  lowto-*mlddle  Incocue  Institutions  emerged  only  among  public  four- 

year  Institutions.* 

Finally^  differences  in  family  income  produced. rouj^ly  comparable  chaises 
,ln  the  amounts  of  sttident  loans  across  institutional  sectors.   The  adjust* 
meints^to  student  loans  implied  In  Table  VJ-10  ranged  fro©  19  peceent  per 
ten  percent  difference  in  family  Jnaxne^at  public  four^year  Institutions 
t%21  percent  per  ten  percent  difference  In  family  incoqje^at  private  four- 
year  institutions*    Kotably,  only  private  four-year  Institutions  differed 

in  the  packaging  of  "Student  loans  according  to  the  median  family  income     ,  . 

y  - 

of  their  engoUed  students.    Sp^ifica.lly,  a  t«i  percent  increase  in 
/income  reduced  the  loan- cbropenj^  of  the  aid  package  by  l4  percent  at  th^' 
lo^to-mlddle  income  prlvate'^^^Vear  coHege  axapared  to  a  19  percent 
reduction  at  its  upper-middle  Income  sister  Jnstitutlon. 

*  am 

SAT  Score.    Across  all  'instUutional  sectors,  student  ability  pro- 

d'uced  the  largest  adjustments  in  the  packaging  of  grant  and  s^olarship 
J- 

ald.^  Differences  emerged,  however,  among  Institution  groups  In  the 
magnitude  of  the  adjustments.    Tables  VI-8  to  VIrlO  contain  estimates  of 

/he  effects  of  student  SAT  scores  oh  the  packaging  of  different  type$  of 
s    aid.  .  .     '  _     '  ' 

Consistent  with  the  i^eSults  presented  abdve^  grant  and  scholarship 
aid  and  term-time  earnings  packaged  to  entering  fujl-tlme  ^ 

_/These  estimates  are  calculated  at  the  mean  values  of  the  relevant  variables. 
See  Appendix  A.  • 

•  M 
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fccshroen  at  public  two-year  .Institutions  were  l^ast  influenced  by  measjurerf  •  ' 

-V .     -  '  .  -  '  . 

aMdemtc  aptftuda.    From  Equations  (8.Z)   and  X9^2),  a  100  pplnt 

IjdpFOvetnent  In  the  SAT  score  for  these  students  result^  In  changes  of 

less  than  $10  In  the  amounts  of  each  type  of  aid- received*  .  j 

Packaging  among  four-year  Instftutlons  differed  fay  sector  and/        *  \  ' 

^electlvl^  group*  Jfe>n^se1ective  public  four-year  Instl^utlbns  tended 

'  **  •  »  ''^ 

to  Increase  grant* and  loan  aid,  whfle  decreasing  work  aid,  to  better  stu- 
dents.   From  ^uat ions  (8.1),  (9.1),  and  (10.1),  an   entering  freshman     -    *  ^  . 
presenting  an  SAT  score  100  points^  greater  than  the  average* would'^^ve 
reM^ived  an^stimated  $19  in  addition^  grant  and  scholarship  aid  and  an, 
add.ed  $18  in  loan  proceeds.    Tenn-tiae  earnings* would  have  b^en  reduced 
by  about  $2.    In  contrast,  a  similar^freshmart  at  a  non-selective  private 
four-year  institution    received  a  package  with  sisal ter  amounts  of  Both 
grant  and  scholarship  aid  and  term-time  earnings  (-$32  and  -$3»  respectively)* 
The  package  included  a  sUghtlf  t^ger  loan  component  (see.  equations  (8.4), 
OA),  and  (10.4)).  ^  ^  .  , 

ASong  highly  selective  institutions,  the  patterns  of  packaging  between 
four-year  sectors  were  more  similar.    Private  fou'r-ye^r  institutions  increased 
grant  and  s^cholarship  aid  by  an  estimatj^  ^6k  and  marginally  d^reased  term- 
time  work  aid  by  about  $8  for  every  100  pojnt    improvement  Jn  SAT  scores. 
Padcages  at  highly  selective  publix;  four-year  Institutions  were  similarly     ^»  .» 
affected.    The  more  able  enterlpg  full-time  freshman  received  about  $27 

©pre  gift  aid  and  hardly  a  dollar  ssore  in  eamfngs.^/  ,  . 

♦  • 

_/An  I n teres t i ng •  resu  1 1,  a^rage  loan  aid  demonstrate  no  significant  assocfatfon 
with*  SAT  score  at  highly  selective  Inst ITutlons/ Although  pot  significant 
within'  sectors,  the  high  selective-SAT  score  m^sjire^is  significant  iiverall. 
Several  explanatiSnsiwou^d  be  consistent  with  th^e  results.    Certainly,  the 
partitioning  rembves  some  of  J^e  variation  and  reduces  the  sample  sizes.  Further 
ab]e,students  attending  private  twq-year  and,  professional  schcK>ls  who  might, be 
recipients  of  larger  loans- are  i nc  1  M^ed  *in  the  total  but  not  partltlorred'out  In 
Table  VI-IO*.  -  ^      ^  /  :  ^ 
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These  comparisons  are  of  Ijiterest  since,  taken  as  a  whole,  they        >      .  ; 
Indicate  the  nature  and  limited  extent  of  differences  In  attempts  to  attract 
fiwre  talented  hlfih  scbool^raduates  with  financial  ald*^  At  first  glance,  ' 

highly  selective  private  and  public  four-year flnstl tut lorts  liaprpved  ^Id 

\  '  *  -  *  •  * 

packages  to  the  iwre  able  entering  full-time  freshmen  by  providing  ^e 

A         •       \  :  ^  . 

greatest  Increase  in  gift  aid  relatiVe^o  term-time  work  and  loan  aid-*   The*  -  : 

,       •     ,  *     '  '  \       \  • 

less  selective  Instltutlojis  also  tended  to  Increase  grant  and  scho^acsMp  ^^.  J_ 
aid.fbrrtbe  better  students^  but  only  by  two  thirds  the  acoount  offer«I  and 
received  In  the  more  selective  Institutions*  - 

U>oked^  afanother  way,  however,  the  institutions  appear  to  Iwve  been 
competing  on*  essential ly^gjual  footing.    The  gift  aid  elasticities  with      ^  • 
respect  to  student  ability  were  •*8  for  all  four-year  colleges  of  middle 
and  hi^h  selectivity.'  Said  another  w&y,  a  freshsaw  with  an  SAT  scoVe  ten 
percent  greatV  than  -the  average  of  freshmen  attending  similar  institutflons 
(by  contrctl  aocU  selectivity)  received  8  percent  more  in  grant  an'H  scholarship 
aid*    This  latter  result  sl^gests  that  institutions  packaged  aid  similarly 
•  to  students,  whdse  academic  abilities  differed  in  roughly  the  same  proportion  .from 
their  own  students.    While  more  talented- freshmen  received  more  favorable 
aid  packages,  cofleges  wUhin  institutional  sectors  did  not  differ  markedly  , 
in  their  packaging  of  aid  to  these  students,  \  ^  .      '  ^ 

.    Racial/Ethnic  Group.    Evidence  continues  to  show  that  minorities  are 
under-represented  .at* four-year  institw'tlons..  /  Efforts  to  rddreps  the  ais-^ 
parities  ih  enrSl Imenfmix  would  call  for  these  institutions  to  pacTca^e 
relatively  larger  amounts  of  ^Tft  aid^  to  minority  students.    In  fac^^  data  / 

;  /  /  '  * 

^fro©  the  NLS  s^ple,  presented  in  Table  VHS,  suggest  that  In  1972-73f  four- 
f"'*  <•»  — 

year  institutions  pursued  this  strategy.    On.  average,  minority  freshmen   '  ' 

^'  .  .      .   .  •  ^  -    ^  ,  . 

received  $146  pore  grant  and  scholarship  aid  at  public  four-year  Institutions 


thai*  did -thcfir.majorfty  peers.    At  private  four*-year  {nstltutlons,  the 
estlrated  difference  came  to  $63^,,  iiot  sorprlsfngly,  no  significant  dffference 

fity  igift  aid  according  to  racial/ethnic  groug  emerged  among  public  two-year^ 

_  -  •*  ^     ✓  *'  '  *      -     '  - 

college  freshmen*     \^  -    '  '    /     *  - 

From  Tables  VI-9  and  Vl-10,  m^orlty  s^^^d^ts  tended  to  get  VW^htly 
more  In  term-time  earnings  and  about  the  same  amount  6f  student  loans  ajs^ 
their  fellow  students-    Ho  large  differences  were  appareiULacross  Insti* 
tbtlonal  sectors*  *  *         '  * 

Student  Budget*    Student  costs  of  attendance  marginally  Increased  the 
need  for  and  receip^t.of^ add! tlonal  aid  funds  among  all  Institutional  sectors. 
Throughout,  variations  .J  n  the  budget  InduceH  the*largest  dtfferences  In  aid 
received  by  freshmen^'  public  ?wo-y^r  colleges.    A  tfTTperceht  larger 
budget  Increased  tnoH^  amounts  of  gi-ft  aid,  term-time  earnings,  5nd  stu- 
dent loan  proceeds  b>|fan  es;timated  18  percent,  12  percent,  and  19  percent,' 
respectively.^/    Since  few   public  two-yeaV  college  students  , could 'lay  claim 
to  family  resour'ces,  student  costs- reflect  the  major  differences  in  need. 

Institutional  Aid  Funds,    As  before.  Institutional  aid  funds  per  FTf 
exhibited  a  small  estimated  influence  on  the  amo^igts  of  different  types  of 
aid  offered  and  received.    Within  each  sector,  a  ten  percent  increase  in 
insti|^utl6nai  effort  per' PTE  generated  under  $5  more  of  ea'ch  type  of  al^^* 

Kotably,  the  size  of  the  estimated  effect  differed  oaly  slightly  across', 
sectors.        "  C     .  . 


^/The  Insignificant  influence  oi  studejj^budgets  on  earnings  at  public  four- 
year  colleges  might  result  from  less  needy  students  taking  part-ttine  jobs. 
See  the  estimates  of  the  determinants  of  College  Work-Study -earnings  below. 
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0,  •  The  Pafckaging  of  Felleral  Al^^^ 

Up  to  this  polntV^e  discussion  and  arjalysis  has- Reused  upori  t;he 
key  determinants  of  ^e  distribution  of  .finahcial  aii  froro  all  sources. 
Jinpllcltly,  the  importahce  of  spec         Idefenninants  has  been  taken  as. 
evidence  of  the  iaterit  of  all  donors*    Institutions  can  make  adjustments 
to  aid  packages  which  reflect  institutional  objectives.    For  this  reason^ 
.the  interpretation  of  the  marginal  effects  ^^casured^fay  th^  regression 
coefficients)  refers  primarily  to  i  nsti  tut  I  oip)- object  fvesi  , 
I      "   To  the.extent  that  the  objectives  of  Federal  aid  pro^rsns  differ 
from  institutional  goals,  the  packaging:  of.  student  aid  v/lll  be  laodlfted* 
Clearly^  the  intent  of  the  Office  of  Education  student, aid  programs,  is 
to  promote  equal  educatiorral  opportuni t^*^.    in  this  section,  the  dls^    ^  ,  \ 

tribution  of  Federal  aid,  including  aid  provided  through  the  Educational 
Opportunity  (Jrant  prog ran^ 'and.  Col  lege  WoHc**Study  program,  is  examined.—. 
These  estimates  understate  the  impact  of  Federal  aid  jxrograas,  sjf/ice  . 
,,many  'contain  matching  *provi^ ions  which  direct*  non-Federal  aid  to  the 
Federal-ly-a-ided  student  {see  Chapter  fV)x  ^ 


WThe  language  in  the  law  is^  inconsistent  at  several  points  and  Includes  no  direct* 
^ compVehens i ve  statement  of  intent.    Nevertheless,  both  the  history* and  provisions 
of  the  legislation  do  indicate  this  general  thrust*   (See  College  Entrance  Exami-  *1 
nation  Board,  Washington  Office  [197^]^.     *  ^  . 

_/lt  should  oe  noted  that  the  classification  of  aid  as  "Federar*raid  involves 
some  arbitary  j^jdgments;    State  loan 'programs,  utilizing  the  FeSieral  80  ^zrcAXiH 
reinsurance  arfd^interest  subsidies,  are  defined  as~i^edei3l  aid  even  though  the  . 
states  run  the  programs  and  lending  Institutions  provide  the  dollar^s*  Stmilary, 
College  Work-Study  and  Vocational  Rehabilitation  programs  may  include  Federaf, 
,  state,  and  Institutional^dollars;  support  from  these  programs  Is,  nevertheless, 
(Classified  Kere  as  ^*Federa-l"  aid.  .  '  -  ^ 

"  ^    Perhaps  amor^  serious  liraltatfog  Is  the  accuracy  of  student  reporting, 
^Students  aided  through  College  Work-Study  may  work  side  by  side  with  students 
\n       Institutional  work  program.    Mspy  workers  "-'rn  either  program  —  would 
be  unav/are  of  the  difference.    In  an  earlier  report,  Wagner  and  Ten  I  son  Xl  976] 
found  the  recipient  shares  and  average ^bounts  of  aid  reported^  for' specific 
sources  ef  aid  in^t^je  NLS  did  not  differSnarkedly' from  |)rogram  data.    These*       *  ^ 
findings  permit  *som^ConfIde;ice  in  the  esj^itnates  developed  ije low. •       .  . 


.ERIC 


•  '  .  V  Total  federal  Aid 

•Table  Vl-ll  contains  the  results  of  the  estimated  student  aid  dJs-  , 
tr>button  function  for  all  Federal  aid  across  Institutional  sectors*  The 
adjusted      of  .16  to  .20  compare  favorably  with  the  «*f It", exhibited  for 
total  aid,  discussed  above.    Since  an  estimated  56  percent  of  "all  aided 
HLS  full-tiflje  freshmen  reported  at  least  some  Federal  aid,  this  re$ult' 
should  not  be  surprising.  ^ 


^    IncoTO."^  The  student's  family  resources  influenced  the  distribution  % 
of  Federal  afd  in  1972-73,  as  exacted  from  equation  (11. T)^'"  And  additional 
$1,000  in  Income  reduced  the  Federal  aid  received  by  $45  among  students  at 
low-^OTmiddle  income  Institutions  and  by  $57  to  freshmen  enrolled  at  higher 

income  institutions.  ^  ^      ,  " 

"...  ^  ^ 

The  packaging  of  Federal  aid  responded  more  sharpfy  than  total  aid, 

from  all  sources,  to  difference  in  family* income.    Whereas  a  ten  percent 

decrease  In  income  produced  an  estimated  1^8  percent  increase  in  the  aid 

'  .  '      -  /  .  * 

package.  Federal  aid  increased  by  almost  20  perpnt.—  *  ^ 

Across  sectors,  the  private  four-year  institutions  tended  todjscriipi* 

nate  more  sharply  by  inccxne  in  the  packaging  of  Federal  aid.  Privatefour- 

-year  college  freshmen  from  families  with  income  $1,000  Ifess  than  aver^age 

received  an  estimated  $67  to  $80  more  Federal  -aid.*  ^  * 

*  *  *  #  .  it 

I  f 

SAT  Score.  .Academic  aptitude  proved  to  be  a  nearly  Insignificant 
influence  on  the  distribution, of  Federal. aid.    Notably,  the  SAT  score 
weakly  encouraged*  greater  amounts  of  Federal  aid  only  at  non**selective 


/The  estimates  are  calculated  at  the  mean  values  of  the  relevant  variables 
Tee  Appendix  A.  .  '  '         ~  « 
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-  -  ■      -    '  .        -     •  "Table  VIHl  '  '    •      v.  ,       '   V":^/ V;-'-    /  : 

Tfetertntnants  of  Total  Federal  Aid  Packaged  to  1972-73  Entering  FutT--TIn)e  Freshmen  fay  tnstf  tut  tonal  Sector 
\  _  .    {Underlined  confidents  are  slgntflcjant  at  .05  level  j  standard  errors. are  parentheses)-,  .    ^  '  1 


DEPENDBn* 
VARIABLE 


EXPLANATORY  VAR1ABLES>' 


3.; 


Racial/ 
Ethnic 

S]r6up-' 


Available  fncJome 


,  S'AT  Scored  , 


.  ,   -  instil'  \  . 

^  V  Studehtt  .  Aid-  '  .Con- 
Sex.  -    Budget     Budget\  stan 


COST, 


k  • 


'B 


Total  Fggeral  '  ^,0A5u 
,         AM>  AllU  7,C00T7) 


-.&120  ,0193  -.OOlS 
(70022)   -  (.0217L  {.0178) 


=  2^»7.35 


-  .lOjV  -52-07      -.1399      .1877  - 

'(Topo)     jPFTt)  ^  {11725)    {75553)  '  CpP)   295-15'  = 


<1 1!^2)  Totaj  Federai^  -.QitSS 
"     Aid.  •FubWc~  7^{.oo23) 


-.003^1  -.0175  .0555  -  .  Mia?  * 
{:0028)  ;.{% 0319)  (70237)/  (7o5oD. 


••198-.3     -••Sl>52      .]22S/  .20kz'  iiOl.5  f 
'  4(l5733)'  -iToiOS)    (70237)  - 


■  .20'^ 
T  =  116.72 


(continued) 
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DgPfi^DEHT  . 
VARIABLE  ' 


Table  VI-U,  conclurfed-,  ' 


S 


,    EXPLAHATORY.  VARMBLES 


AvaTlaBje  Irfcoroe 


'SAT,  Score 


'  •       -InstM      '  > 
^  Student     Aid  ^-    ^Con-  - 

Sroup    •     Sex      Budget  •    Budget-  stant 


Racial/ 
I  Ethnic 


(11,3)  'TQtat  FettemI    .  -'.OSOP 


Aid,  Public  . 
2-yeir 


X.0022) 

■  V: 


(.0063)  (.0517)/ 


-.0365  '28.7a  '  "iiiSl:  .155^^  -.flS?^  157.8 
Coo53)  ,  t26.5«i)    (17^o5)  (IoTTt).  '.  Lohz^ 


J' 


R^  =  . 16 

F  »  5*1.28  , 


(I  W^l)  Total  ^deral  . 
Aid,  Private 

K    "-  ' 

r2  =  .16  _ 
F   =  '»7.86 


^5  •  -  Q 
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-JD670 

(ToosT) 


-.OVis    '    --02§^5  .-t.0^63' 
(ToOp)*     (.0696)    (,0368)  (.1186) 


,0785 


-31.89  -jaU«  .1195'  .0512  550;7 
(52.21)  .  (30.2^)     (70136)  j:o2>39) 


»  » 


*       I  ^ 
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fn£tIti;^tfons*    In  part^  thjj  could  reflect  the  use  of  Federal  loans  among 
freshmen  otherwise  unable  Wtap  fl^ancldl^aid  sources^  ' 

Across  Institutional'  sectors,  the  estltnated  Influence  of  SAT  scores 
on  the  allocatijon  of  Federal  aid  wa?  quite  small  or  Insignificant*   Jhait  Is^ 

'     *.  '  /  '  '        '     ^ '       I'  * 

ffjr  every  10  percen't  v^rl9|ion  In  the  roeasui^ed  score.  Federal  aid  dlffere4 
hf.  less  than  thfee  percent*  -    _        .      *      '      -^^^  '  * 

$    '     •%  -  ^  .„  ■ 

Racial/Ethnic  Croup.    Overal  I  ,/enter4ng  ful  1-tTca^  fllnorl^y  f reshtaen 

received  about         more  in  Federal  aid  th^an  their  najorlty  peers*  Further, 

Federal  aid  programs  targeted  funds  to  minority  students  to*  ?  ^gi^eater 

extent^' th^n  did' total  aid  from  all  sources*    To  Illustrate,  Federal  aid 

accounted  for  sJTghtly  mo;"e  than'onerl'ajf  o€  the  average, a  id  received 

Vy  all  entering  full -ticie, freshmen..  Minorities  received  $200  ^re  in  total 

^     •        ^      •         ^  '  * 

<  aid  and  an  estimated  $120  joore  in  Federal  aid?^the  differentia  measured  about 
So  percent •  ~^  "  .  '       ^  ' 

From  equations  (11.3)  and  (U.^^),  Federal  eid  <iid  not  differ    '  ^ 

significantly  between *.the  racial/ethnic  groups  at. public  two-year  and 

-  J* 

private  four-year  institutions.    Generally  loy/er  income  stud^ts  and 

limited  use  of  Federal  aid  might  |iaye  accounted  for  the  result  at  public 

'  •       *^  -  *  *  *  * 

*  two-year  colleges.    The  quite  different  distribution  of  Federal  aid  from 

-  \   •    .        ,      -  _      \     ^         •      '  -  _  .  • 

liifferent  programs  —  with  Federal  loans  utilized  fay  majority  students 

and «camp^ -based  aid  packaged  |o  minorities  ~  could  explain  the  result 

within  the  private.four-yeSr  sector.     '  \ 


I  Student  Budgets.  According  to  the  estimates  •in  Table  VI-ll^  kt 

^  "  *  *  .     ^  "^.^       *  "  T^*"^" — 

^id  was  sensitive  to  diCfer^ences  In  cw'ts  ol  attendance,  acrxfss^ alt 

■•• '  ^  '  '  '  ^  J/  -V 

sectors*    Institutions  with  budgets  $500  ^oove  the  average  included  aodut 

. .  *        ■  ■  ^ '  .  ^ 

$$0'taore  Federal  aid  in^  the  pa^'kage-  •  *       .  •'  '  * 


Can^ared  to^total  aid  from  alJ  sources.  Federal  aid  was  equally  sensrt4ve 
to  student  tfosts  of  attendance/   Institutions  with  budgets  ten  percent  above 
the  average  offered  and  awarded  ten  per^t' larger  aid'' pack&ges  and  i^cluded^ 
ten  percent  aore  Federal  aid.  ^   ,  "^'r  - 

/    Institutional  Aid  Funds*    Fro©  equation  (11.1),  greater  amounts  of.  r/ 
institutional  :aid  funds-, per  FTE  w^e  associated  with  larger  aaounts  of 
F€^eral  aid  in  the  package.    The  Influence,  however,  was  marginal  i /a  ^ 
^tgn  percent  increase  in  "institutional  aid*  efforts  increas^  the  Federal 
aid  arount  by  about  one  pepcent.    Since  the  Federal  Guaranteed  Loan  progrMi 
dwarfed  the  cafnpus-based  programs  (which  included  matching  requirements),  ^ 
this  result  should  not  be  surprising.  ♦ 

\    .    2.     Campus-Based  Federal  Aid:    EOS  and  CW-S 

Irr  Tables  VI-12  and  71-13,  the  OLS  estimates  for  the  distribution  of   

Initial-year  Educational  Opportunity  Grants  (EOS)  and  College  Work-Study 
earnings  (CW-S)  are  .presented.. 


Iqcoto.     Institutions  target^  both  EOS  and  Work-Study  awards  on  tower  ihcome 
students  and  to  a  greate^^-^exi^^nt  t^  all  gift  aid  or  work^aid.  '  Specifically,^ 
entering  full-tiine  fresteaen  with  family  Incomes  ten  perc^t  less  than 
the  average  Incocne  received  3^  percent  greater  EO(i  awards  and  Ih  percent    ^  ^ 
greater  CW-S  stipends.    For  all  grant  #nd  scholarship  aid  and  all  term-tisje        "  ^ 
work  aid,  an  identical  jnccoe  difference  wouTd  have  increased  the  packaged^ 
.  aiDOunts  by  22  and  21'  percent,  respectively.    These  d i f f er^ces  were  ttr  . 
hibited  within  each  institutional  sec^.  - 

SAT  Sfere.    Student  acadeaic  apti£ude  weakly  influenced  tfjp  sl^e  o^ 

•   '    •  ■  .  •   I  . 

the  EOG  awards.  ^Froa  Table  IV*12,  only  the'EOC  pacl^gina^  ^>riv3te 

'    ^  373    •  '  "  '  ; 


DeteraTnants  of  E^caflohat  Opportunity  Grants  Packaged  to  1972-73  Entering  FultVtlme  Frestoen  by  Institutional  Sector 
"  '■  _  -     ^     (Underlined  doefflclents  stgnlfi;cant  at \.05~1evelj  standaipa¥^rors  lii  parqitKesesJ  ^ 


OEPEHDEHT^ 
VARIASU 


EXPLAHAtORY  VARIABLES 


1)  eog;.  ,  .  . 

MI  Students 


F   =  133.^13 


2>  EOG..  .   :  • 
Public  ^-Year 


-  .1-7  . 
F  ='92.r3 


.Available  Incotse 


SAT  Score 


-.0121 


i^clal/ 
Ethnic 
Croup 


.  '  Inst* I  ; 

Student     Aid       Con-  ' 
Sex      Budget     Budget  •  .stant 


-.0009  ■r-0002 


.0015 


,0017 


-78.37  -7.^20 


COSTu 


.0188 


B 


(T0OI6)  (.0007)     (.0073)    (.0060)    ^^J.0108)     ^(0^^—13.802)    COOIB)  (.0063) 


i 


.0425  120.% 


-.0117  •     '    -.0003         .OOilO  *  .0079 

CToeoT)     ^  (.0009)    (.oiotj)  (,0077) 


f 

C9 


18,112)    (5T0T5)    COO35).  C0075) 


(continued)^ 
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y  — ' 


.     DEPEHDEHT  '                      .                .    '        .  : 

VARIABLE*.  .    '/                                           EXPli^ORY  VAieiABLES  '  '                   •  .       *.         *  . 

\  . .     - ' .  -      _        ^    »       -  •  '  . 

*     .  '                               .    •     ~                 '            -^Racfal/  '   ^          >  InsyM'  * 

-   '  .      -  '  ^            .     '  _          _               EtTintc '  Student     AiH       Con-  ! 

Available  Income,   SAT  Score  '  -  '-     6roup>  '^jSex      Budgefc     Budget  stant 

-      '  *                                                 '  '■■    '     —  •  '  ~  ~ 

'  *  '  -  •      •    ^-  •■  •            *  -  ^  -'  -    ■  ■    .      i  ■  . 

(I2.J)  EOG,             *  -.0086           .0008         -,0023   .         '^  '  ^  -.0152      -31.^3 .  -18:94      .0274      -.0209  60.€2 

PubHc,  2-Year  «  (TOOqT)         (.002.0).       (.0101)          ~~\       ^.0225)*'     <8.W)  (5-452)  (T^37)      (.0134)".  ' 


•  6 


r2,-  .11         •  •  _  . 


/  -  •  - : '  .  .  " 

(12.4)  Mfe,  .  r-.Ql91  .        -^01-8         -.0502        :00*25         «-0l47        -104>lf^     12.28       .0T49    \  .0002  244.0 

Private  4-Year     (ToOlS)'       (.Q0*20)      » ,(Tq255)      (.0136)    .   (,0436)    ^  (19^^,     (H-U)    (.,0050>  ,  .(.0161) 


» ,.n  '  '  '    •  •  - 

F   -  3K 


/ 

4  . 
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Table  VJ-J3 


fetermlnants  of  College  Work-Study  Aid  Package^  to  1972r73  Ellfering 'Fuif-TImg  Freshmen  by  Instlt^^rtw; 
.  {tinderTIned  coefficients  significant  alt^, 05  levefl;  standard  errogi  arejn  parentheses)X^Y 


al  Sectoi^ 


DEPEHDHfT 
VftedfABLE^  . 


•^^  Available  income 


EXPtAHATORY-.  VAfMABLES 

■  >2.- 


.  Inst.'l 


SAT  Score 


Ethnic 


Student     Aid  edn-~^ 


-  03;!)  CW-S, 

All  Students 


R  =  .07 
:  F  =  82.52 


-Lfirpop     -    Sex:  y Budget  '  Budget    stant  -  ^ 


*1^08^  '  -.0013,'  '-.d2?7  -.0l'2i 
(.0005)      -  t.ooQ?)     .(tooTD  _(70059) 


.0215  -42-.  17  .  "19.98 .  ^.0169  '^0tt35  *  113.7 
(^^0105).      J[5'.378),^  <3;^_U0017)  *CO0$f)  .      '  - 


O 


*C13.2)  W-S, 

,    Publ Ic  ^-Year 

V  . 

^11  «  711 
F  =  56.06 


.0650 


-.0117 


•^.0081 '    .  -.6oiS9' 
(.0007)  (.0009)     C^0I02).  .(.tf076) 


/  • 


^0153 
(10128) 


-•^4.68  -I6v28  ,  *..0075  '  .063$ 
(77925)     (Cloi)  .  Cool?)  (.0075) 


122.7 
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DEPENDENT 
VA^ABLE 


_(13.3)  CW-S, 

Public  2-Year 


Callable*  incoae  - 


-,O062  • 
(70009) 


-.oofs 

(.0024) 


Table  VI -J 3,  concluded 


SAT  Score 


EXPLAHATORY  Vy^RIA^LES 

<  Ractai/ 
;  -  Ethjyic 
  Srotip 


.(Dyh){Ayk)     SAT^    (^sbHSATfe)    (PslUSATj,) . . 

/ 

■  -.0^168     -  . 


(T0123) 


-(.0273) 


-37.'62 

(To3o) 


V 


Sex 


.t'22.08- 


Student  ^^fd  Con--  / 
Budget^  *^udget  staht 


COST^ 
.0^8 


.(67530)    (7oo55)  (-.Q^^J) 


"6|  • 


.0059  78.29 


F-=  27.27 


4 


1 1 


113.^  cw-s; 


.06 

16.38' 


.JQ105. 


Prtvate  4-Ye'ar  <.00I7) 
2 


•-'.0009 
(.0018) 


-.065'»  , 
(70226) 


-.-0118 
(.0119) 


'.1139  1.890  .  .  ^25.07  V0099'  .0153 
(70355) '(16.95)     (9:.8i8)    (7oo55)  (;0li»2) 


165.2 
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four-year,  i  nst  I  tut  fojns -showed  any  association  with  SAT  score.    Here,  a 
ten  t>erceht  InTprovement  In  SAT  scores  reduced  the  EOG  award  by  arr  estigiated 
.6  pe^eritV  vn,the  other  hands  College  Work-Study  aid*  tended  to  go  to    •  ^ 
Icjwer  ablUty  students  within  all  Sectors,  (although  no  significant  differences 

packaging  CV(H5  awards  were  apparent  among  public  four-year  college  ffeshroeii). 
^  general >  a  ten  percent  Improvement  in,scpres  resulted  In  a  6  to  10  per-^  *, 
cenV  reducJfion  In  CW-S  earnrngs.      .     ;     i  '  \ 

Racial/Ethnic  Group.  ,As  equations  (12.1)  to  (12.4)  INustrat^  * 

 '   

institutions  clearly  favored  minorities  \n  pe^ckaging  EOG^'awards,.  The 

ipean  differences  weTe^quite  pronounced,  with  typicql  minority  Students  at 

'  -  -        -      ,        ....         ^     -     ■  '  ^      '  *  ' 

four-year  institutions  receiving  nearly  $100  jzfcre  EOG  aid  th^n  their  majority 

'  '       .  -  * 

p^ers,^other  thingsvequSl .  {  , 

^       Other  things,  equal ,  entering  ful>-time  minority  freshmen  deceived  about  $40 
more  In    CW-S  stlpenda«' than  did  ma jorl'ty  freshmen.    Across  sectors,  significant 
differences  in  stipends  between  racial/ethnic  groups  emerged  only  ^mong 
freshmen  in  public  institutions  {see  equatioji^  Al3*2)  arjd- (13.3)) .  Prfvate 
faur-year  institutions  were  likely  to  have  alternate  sdurces  of  aid.  Hence, 
consistent  with  the  results  presenter!  above,  the  findings  that  flitnority 
freshmen  received  about  .the  same  amount  of  earnings  from  College  VtoVk-Study 

«  *  C  ,  *  t 

programs  as  other  freshmen  implies  tliat  these  students  were -receiving 
,(\on-work  (primarily  grant)  ald^/  '  "  *         *    .  ^ 


^^/Re^orttng  errors  tould  alsq  account^  for^  the  insignificant  results.  To 
The  extent-  that,  private  instj^tutlons  administer  larger  instftution^T  worlj 
programs,  and  both  CW-S'and  insti tti^fional  program  workers  listed  their    ^  • 
earnings  under' Col  lege  Work-'Study, 'the  e^tim^ted*  coefficient  would,  of. 
^course,  be  biased.    No  obvious  evidence  In  favor  of  this  Interpretations  is 
available..  If  such  reporting  errors  exist,* they  probably  should  apply/ 
'equally  within  the  publ i<i 'four-^year  sefctor.*  ^  ,  . 


student  Se)^  As  Indicated  iVi  both  Tables  VI-J2  and  female  , 

B^Fvnen  tended 


^shroen  terjded  to  receive  larger  amounts  of  Pnfi  (^^  sub]  tyC^^nisi^^ 
and  ZV^A^t  al3  Insitl tutJ-on^)  •  'The  differences,  however,  were  gen^rallv 
lAss ytnan  $2?.'^   For  the  most  part,  this  result  prgbaBly  stemmed  from  ^he 
sro^ler  expected:  contribution  (hence,  greater  need)    for  female  stu3fenfes. 


.    Student  Budget,    Differences  In  student  costs  of  attendance  exfilblted 

the  expected  Influence  on  EOG  and  CW-S  awards.    From  equation  (12* 1),  a 

ten  percent  larger  student  budget  elicited  a  nt-n?  percent  greater  EQ6 

award.    This  was  less  than -the  estimated  effect  of  student  costs  on  the 

amount  of  total  grant  and  scholarship  aid  received*    Thfe  EOG  program  re- 

qoirement  limiting  awards  to  the  lesser  of  one-ha.lf  of  need  or*$1,500 

dampened  the  imp^t-of  greater  costs. 

Col  lege Vork-Study  stipends  increased  by  about* 8  percent  for  every 

10  percent  increase  in  costs.    This  was  almost  twice  the  increase  exhibited 

for  alK  term-time  earnings,     in  large  part,  the  difference  fiere  reflected  tiie 

need-based  packaging  of  College  Work-Study  stipends.     If  .non-needy  fresh- 
'    -   7  C  , 

men  took  on  part-time 'jobs,  the  measured  association  between  all  earnings 
and  student  costs* would  be  reduced. 


institutional  Aid  Budget.    From  the  esti™tes  in  equations  (12^1) 


and  {^3-l)>  the  Institutional  commitment  of  resources  to  student  aid 
significantly  influenced  the  packaging  of  EOG  and  CW-5  awards.     It  Is 
noteworthy  that  the  marginal  impact  was  slight:    an  injcr^ase  of  one 
percent  i^nstl  tutional- effort  (about  $15,,060)  raised  the  eOtL^od  CW-S 


he  EO^^ 


stipends  an  estimatei  .16  ?nd  .15  percent,  respeet ively.    These  effects  demon- 
;strate  the  1  imit^d  constraint  imposed  by  the  ijiatchmg  requirements.  .  Institutions. 
wM^ch  were  unable^^lo  commit  a  lacger^amoynt  of  their  own  resource^  to  student  aid  re- 
ceived only'sl iqhtly  smaller  Federal  il locations  and  packaged  somewhat  smaller  award: 

Across  institutional  sectors,  the  level  of  institutional  aid  funds 
influenced  the  amount  of  the  EOS  or  CW-S  award 'only  among  public  four^         ,  ' 
year  institutions.    Within  the  private  four-year  sector,  i7ist:i tut lonal 
studen^aid  flinds  likely  exceeded  the  necessary  .matching  requirements  at 
most  institutions.    He'nce'ji  marginal  improvements  in  insti tutronal  aid 
funds  per  fTE  wultf  have  tended  to  attract^  no  .addi tional  Federal  dollars 
anA.no  change  in  award 'amounts.    Dji  the  other  hand,  the  relatively  low 
partiicipation  of  public  two-year^ col  leges  in  the  campus-based  programs  ^ 
pight  have  accounted  for  the  ijnsignif icant  effect  of  institutional  aid  ,  # 
resources  on  E0G  and  CW-S  packaging'.    Simply,  if  these  institutions  did 

not  apply  for  Federal  aampus-based  funds,  improvements  Jn»  institutional*-  ^   »  ^, 

» 

effort  would  bring  'forth  no  change  in  aid  from  these  programs. 
E.  Conclusions 

Several  interesting  aqd  useful  resi/lts  have  emerged  from  the  empirical 

tests  of  hypotheses  on  student  financial  aid  packaging.  "  ,      ,  *  * 

*  #*  • 

Fi rsr,  the  student's* financial  need,  as  influenced  by  family  incpme 

and  the  level  of  the  student  expense  budget,  was  fouruf  to  be  most  important 

in  the  packaging  of  aid,     •     ^  '  .  ^ 

*  *  '3  •  ♦ 

With  respect  to  measures  of  income,  the  key  results  can^be  sumnarlzed 

as  follows:      •/  **  *       *  ' 

•  1)      The^otal  amount  of  aid  exhibited  an' elastic  .response 
to  changes  in  Income:  entering  ful  I-time.*  freshmeit  from 
fami 1 ies^ wi th  incomes  ten  percent  l^ss  than  average 
receivefil  i1B  percent«more  finaW<sial  aid  dollars. 


2')     Of  all  t^peS,  gran^t  aod.'schblafsh4p  a vd^emonstrated 
the  largest* respofis^-t^  differences  in/family  income 


3)     .Aid  from  Federal  source^  tended  to  be- dis^riljuted  more 

toward  the  fower  income,  full -time  freshmen  tjian  was  *\ 
non-Federal  aid  of  simi laV .types.    In  particular,  a  • 
ten  percent  difference  in  family  income" produced  a  20 
percent  chaftgd  in  -the  amount  of  Federal  ^<|,  a '35  per- 
cent change  in  the  EOG  award,  and  a  45  percMt  change  in  ^e 
CW'S  stipend/  Fcg"  all  financial  aii^^,  all  grant  and 
scholarship  aid,  ^nd  all  term-tifne  work  proceeds,  tl^ 
tea  percent  income  difference  would^bave  induced 
changes  in  ansounts  of' 18,  22,  anci  15  percent,  respectively. 

V\     Across  selected  institutional  sectors,  ai<l  packages  at', 
^^riyaxe*  four-year  col lege^  tended  to  be 'most  sensftive 


.to  differences  in  ?^ily  incocnes.    Aid  packages  at  public  * 

two-year  institutions  were- least  affetftTi^.*  This  latter* 
'  nesxilt  probably,  reflected  the  public  &#o-year^  coj le'ge 
•  freshmen^s  reliance  on  earnings  from  tefm-time  jobs  not 
^   ^  «>ntroned  by  institutional-aid  offices.  ^ 

5)      Even^within  insti tuglonal  sectors,  institutions, enrol  ling 
tfigher  income  students  tended  fo  discriminate  morfe  seveVcly 
according  to  family  incpme.    Overall,  full-time  ffeshmen  . 
•  '  from  families  with  incomes  ten  percent  less  thaa  average 

received  1^  percent  more  'aiS  dollars  at  institutions  .with 
*        'more  lbw-to;-middle  income"  studfnts  and.  22.  percent  la/ger 
'  '  packages  at  colleges  'enrolling  more  upper  middle  l^ncome 

students*  »  *^  '      •  ' 

Oiff^erences  in  costs  of  attCTdance  also  Influenced  the  ^amount  and 

composition  of  the  financial  aid  package,-   Four  findings  illustrate  how 

student  expense  budgets  aff^ted  the  packaging  of  aid; 

J)    .rullrtime  freshmen  attending  ^higher  priceiJ  institutions 
♦  .    were  more  like4>/  to  receive  financial  aid,  and  in  larger 

amounts.    A  $J ,000  di fference  in  student  budgets  (the 
*  approximate  1972-/3  publ ic/prfvate  tui tion -gap)  was' 

J'  associated  with  a  1.1  point  difference  in  the  pVobability  ' 

of  receiving  pid;    Expressed  another'^way,  a*ten  percent 
greater  student  budget  increased  the»sjze*o,f  thef  financial 
aid  package  by -tert^percent.  .  *  ^  ^ 

^    '     %      2)**  Of  alUtypes,  grant  and  scholarship  a i^  was**most' responsive 
,  .  to  differences  \t\  student  costs.-  -  A  stud'fent  budget  ten  | 
percent  grater- than  avet:;^ge.  increased  the  .^mount  of  gi^ 
aid  by  12  pertent,  the  amountof  student  loan  proceeds 
f  by  1 1  percent,  and  the  amount  of:  tetm^time  earnings  by 

by  k  perdent.  /  V  *  * 


3J55-  , 


i 


\ 
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3)  Student  costs  of  attendance  exhibited  a  roughly  pro- 
portional influence 'OR  the  packaging  of  aid  from  Federal  * 

sources:  ten  percent  greater 'costs  were  associated  with 
a  ten  peVcentr  larger  p^kage. 

4)  Across  institutional  ^ectof^s,  aid  packages  at  pub Uc' two- 
'.year  liisti  tut  ions  were  most  sensitive  to  differences  in 

'   student  costs.   i)ns  result  applied  as'well  to  the  pack- 
.  '  .  agi.ng  of  diffdront  types  of  financial^  aid. and  to  the  ais- 
ir^bution  of  Federal  afd/  Since'the  pub  1  ic"^ two-year  sector 
enrolled  relatively  lower  irtcome  students', *costs 'prdba^iy 
ref letted  g*majpr  source  of  variation  Tn  the  need  for  ;(and 
use  of5  student  assistance.         •  , 


X 


^    Second,  entraring  full-time  minorit^  freshmen  received  largeV,  more 
favora1>le  aid  pacicages  than  thei r  major! ty  peers.    At  least  in  l972-73» 
evi.dence  from  the  NLS  sugge'&ts  a  c^fnmitmejit  to  equal  educational  opportunity 
^mong*dono/s  and  administrators  of  student  financial  aid.    In  particular: 

1)  Holding  income,  SAT  score,' and  student  expenses  (among  other 
X              .  variables)  fixed,  minority  freshmen  were  a'bout  7  Percentage 

points  more  likely  to  receive  some  norf-family  financial  • 

support.  *  *'  I 
♦     *  ' 

2)  Minority  *fresfenen  received  an  estimated  $200  more  gift 
aid  than  their  peers.    Differences  in  term-time  work 
earnings  and  student  loan  proceeds  across *racial/ethnic 
groups  w^re  much  less. 

3)  .  Other  things  equal,-  Federal  aid  programs  targetted  funds  ^ 
-  •      ^  to  minority  freshmen  to  a  greater  extent  than  did  non- 
Federal  aid  Sources.  ^      .  ,  \ 

i^)      Across  ijisti  tutional  sectors,  aid  packages  at  pnjate 

four-y^ar  colleges  exhibited  the  ^eatest  absolute  ^ 
'  '       dollar  difference  favoring  minori*ties,3#^  an  estimated 
difference  of  %k^S  in  total  aid  and  .$o3^  in  grant  and  . 
scholarship  aid.  'Smaller  differences  between  minority 
and  majority  aid  {jackages  emei^ed  ^mong  the  public  * 
institutions.    Here,  the  Implicit  tMition  subsidy  re- 
duced  the  financial  needs  of  all  students.  '  ^ 

* 

Third,  student  achievement/ability,  5s  measured  by  the  student's  SAT 
'score.  Influenced  the  packaging' of  different  types  of  aid  with  the  higher 
ability  students  recording  larger  amounts  of  gift  aid.    the  effects  of 
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the  studentis  SAT  score  on  packagirtg,  however,\  appeared  to  be^  —  in 
absolute  terms       reJatiVely  small.   'Specif ics^l l,y: 

1)     A  100  point  improvement  in  the  SAT  score  Increased  the  * 
*  likelihood  of  receiving  aid  by  2  percentage  points. 
**  Further,  the  aggregate* amount  of  a*id  increased  about*  • 

k  percent  for  every  ten  percent  increase -in  the  SAT  score* 

•  *'        2)''    higher  ability  students  t^ded  ^to  utilize  larger  amounts 
of  grant  and  scholarship. aid  and# smaller  earnings  from 
*,         '      .  a  temrtiroB 'job  than  did  fheir  lower  abiUty  peers,  A 
student  w'ith  SAT  scores  ten  percent  above  the  average 
recorded  a  9 'percent  larger  amount  of  gif£  aid,  a^2  per- 

I     "  -  ^         cent^arger  student  loanT^nrd.a  'f.^ercientt  siaaller  amount, 
of  tenRrtime  earnings.        ^  ^ 

3)      Highly  selective  institutions  apparently  discriminated  more  t 
severely  according  to  student  acbievement  ability  in  packaging 
aid.    There  is  I i trie  evidence  here  thar  the  less  selective 
institutions  used  more  favorable  financial  aid  packaging  ^ 
to. attract  t^e  most  talented  high  school  graduates.  ^  . 
Moreover,  the,  selective  four-year  public  and  private  -  - 

'  institutions  competed  on  roughly  equal  footing: 'in  tbth 
1^  sectors,  entering  freshmen  with  SAT^soDres  ten  percent  ^ 

better  than  average'  rec&4ved  8  percent  larger  amounts 
of  granjt  and  scholaf%hrp  aid.    "  ' 

k)   *  The  amount  of  Feder^r  ald-was  least  influenced  by  student 

aSility.    A  ten  percent  increase  in  S^  scores  induced     ,  " 
a  3  percent  increase  in  the  Federal  aid  coctponent.  Within 
'  ,  •  specific  programs,  the  effect  differed:  "  Overal 1 ,  EOG 

awards  increased  6  percent,. whi le  CW-S  stipends  remained 
the  same  for  every  10  percent  improv^nent  in  the  SAT  score. 

.  Fourth,  the  institutional* commitment  of  resources  to  student  aid 

,    .  •  •  •  '  N 

marginally  ^ff^cted  the  allocation  of^aH  types  of  aid.  Federal  and  non-  * 

'  •  /  . 

Federal.    This  result  is.  scKT>ewha^'surprising,  given  the  matching  re- 

quirements  in.  Federal  campus-j)ased  student  aid  prog r^ams.  ^Apparently, 

across  all  institutions,  the  matching  fund  requiranen^s  were  so  modest 

and/or  'campus -based  Federal  aid  accounted  for  such  a  small  share  of 

available*  Student  a  id* resources  that  the  influence  of  the  level  of 

institutfonal  student  aid  funds  on  packaging  was  negll^iile  More 

-Specif  ical  ly:      \  "  : 
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1)     A  ten  percent  -Increase  in  the*  poo  J  of  Institutional 
^      •      :  resources  fet  FTE  (about  $150,000  at  the  'Werage"  ' 
Institution)  increased  the  chances  of  receiving  al<i 
'    '  by  .13  perceotage  poi-nts  and- the  aggregate  .^iSbunt  of 

'  the  al*d  package  by  .7  percent.    '  '\  , 

Among  Federal  campus-based  a 14  programs,  the  level  of 
%  institutional  *^id  funds  per  FTE  exhibi tqjl  a  somewhat ' 

*     greater  influence  on  the  packaging  of  EOG  and  CW-S 

awards.    However,-  the  effects  remained  relatively  slight: 
a  ten  percent  increase  in  institutional  aid  funds'  in- 
'       duced  only  2  percent  greater  BX)Q^^a^rds  and  CW-S  stipends. 

*      *  « 

.2)     Across  institutional*  sectors,  aid  packases^were  .marginally^ 
"   affected  by  , the  level  of  mstituttonal  aid  funds  per  - 
JHTE,    This- finding  applied  to  the  better-funded  insti- 
s    '  .  tutional  aid  programs  at  private  institution^  and  to 

'    K  theipoorly- funded  programs  In  the  publ Vc^ two-year  sector. 

Fifth^  female  freshmen  received  slightTy  larger  aid  packages  than.. 

male  freshen,  other  things  equal.    The  diffejencerin  aid  was  funded  pri- 

f    •  •  .  - 

mar ily^  through^  1  igbtly  larger  s-tudent  lo^ns. 
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Means,  Elasticities,  and  Case  Counts 
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LUt  of 'Tal5les^ 


'Means  for  Selected  Variables  Within 
Parti  tioneti  Groups  ^ 

.  Elasticities:  Percent  Change . in  Total 
♦  Aid  IndUced  by  a  One  Percent  Change  in* 
SeleAed  Variables^  *  ^ 

,y  Elasticities:  Percent  Change  in  Grant 

ands  Scholarship  A|d^  Induced  by^  a  Ohe  , 
-  Percent  Change  Jn. Selected  Variables 

'Elasticities':  Perce/it  Change  in  Terjn- 
'     Time  Wprk*Aid  induced  fcjy  a  Ohe 'Percent 
Change  fn' Selected  Variables  ^ 

Elasticities:'Percent  Change  in  Student 
Loan^Afd  Induced  iy  a  One  Percent  Chang 
ifi  Selected  Variaofes 

Elasticities:  Percent  Change  Federal- 
Aid  Induced  by One  Percent  Change'  in^ 
Selected  Variables 

Elasticities:  Percent  Change  in  EOd  " 

Awar.d 'induced  by  a  One  Percent  CHange- 

•    Tn  Selected  Variables 

«  »•  •    »  * 

EVarsticlTies:  Percent  Change  in  CW-S 
Stipend  Induce4  by  a  One  Percent  Change 
in  Selecteji  Variables 


/ 


*  • 

/ 


VariablV 


TABLE  Arl 


x^Heans  for.  Selected  Variables  Withjn  Partitioned  Gj^oups 
(Standard  deviations  in  parentheses  below  calculated  me^ns) 


PaKtitpon 
TUTIOH 


TOTAli 


INST  I 


OH  SECTOR 


•AY, 


if' 


Jotal 

Low-to-Hfddle 
Upper-Hi  <i<iie 
Total 

Low-tOrMiddle 
Upper-Middle/ 


• 

1 

Public  4  ^ 

Pufall-c  2 

.    Priva*te  4 

4,032 
r*,02b; 

4,043  . 
.    \3,3oo)  ■ 

3,312 

^,723' 
}UQO'/ 

2,577 
.(4,026) 

:    3,573  . 
'(3,987) 

3,210  '  . 
'  (3',884} 

3,729- '* 
(4,002) 

-5,363  -  ^ 
(3,836). 

(3,773) 

6,102  i 
(3,665) 

•  (3,896) 

^^3.573 
(7,302) 

*13,716 
(7,228) 

12,241 
'(6,696) 

15,409  , 
•  (7,704) 

<  • 

'  11 ,144 
(6,561)  '1 

16,430 
(7.605) 

12,897- 
('6  ,'924) 

12,069  . 
(6,5§4J.  , 

-13. -343  ' 
.  .  .(7,146)- 

15.928  ■ 
(7,476) 

-  1-6, 49> 
■  (6,703) 

17,111'  '* 
(7,702). 

"SAT, 

V  , 

Total      '  / 

837  • 

.(294)  , 

897     •  ' 

.  642 
.  (273) 

962* 
(259) 

Non-Selective^ 

'J 

/ 

674' 
(285)  -. 

776  - 
:  (329) 

664 
-  .(304) 

689 
(2223 

Kighly  Selective 

.  976 
(258) 

972 
•  (275)- 

NA 

1,125 
'  (215) 

• 

.88 

•  *  * 
•  * 

'  .87  ' 

.  87  • 

>  / 

'  .89 

V  * 

.53 

1 

.,.52  • 

.57 

.53 

2\238 
(1,^31) 

2,017 
(753)^ 

1,390 
(742). 

^  -3,538 
(1,256) 

•*173 

.     (316)  ■ 

165 
(326). 

•  61 
.  (202) 

•  305- 

•  .(354) 
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TABLE  A-1,  ccmtinued,  p. 2 


/Variable 


> 


•Beceipt'  '  Tot's! 

*     INSTITUTION  MEDIAN  INCOME 
Low- to-Middle' 
Upper-Kiddle 


Partition 
'  *  ^"^^^^ 

^ TOTAL      '  I^JSTITuflON  SECTOR 

P.ublic  k  '  '  •>,ubli<i^2 

55.73  55^68,  .  *ii8-98^ 

*  ♦ 

56.28;  •  57.1^  ,  '^9.30 
5S.39  '      '    51.05  kSM 


INSTITUTION  ACHJEVErfENT/ABILITY 


\ 


Non-Selecti  ve 
Highly  Selective 


59.60.  •  65.64  klM 
63.57  ^2.98         *  nA 


Pi'fvate  'J 
.  64.'85 

69.90— 
60.60 


70.71 
64.06' 


Total  Aid 


Total 


Institution  median ,^in^e 

Low-to-Middlfe 

/  •  ,      •  '' 

Upper-Middle 

INSTITUTION  ACHIEVEMENT/ABILITY. 
Non-Selec< i ve  ' 


652 

(900.)  , 


•  557 
(792) 


\  ■ 


Highly  Selective 


812 
(1,019) 


548 

.  (7633. 

l.,005 
.(1.31?) 


528-  ^  309 
{694>   *•  (574) 


■519. 
(682) 

53^.- 
(712) 

7 


911  • 
i862)/ 

67^.. 
(771) 


312 

(S7-4) 

22-4 
(4361 


232 
(361) 

NA  • 


.  1,173 
(1,226) 


.  .M-39- 
..(1-,084) 

1,191 
(1,331) 


1,fl72 
(929) 

i;345 
(1,474) 
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\       .  ?  .TABLE  A-1,  continued. 

Variable  •     •  f. 

.  •     ^  •  t         •  . .       .  • 

,^  ,c  TOTAL 

\  •  .  '  •  ,  r' 


^  -       Grant  ap/ Scholarship  Aid    *  Total^  *         292  ' 

^     ■^  .        •  •  V.  •  „  ,     :  ■   '  •  ,  (607) 

•     V INSTITUTION  MEDIAN  INCOME-^  - 

'  ..*-  '*'  ,  •    Low-to-Middle  •  222 

'■•  ,        .    •  .  Upper'Hiadle      '  '  452 

•  .     •  (807') 


INSTITUTION  ACH1EVEHENT/AB1L1TY  , 

Non-Se4ective  143- 

.  '(377) 

\riighly  Selective  6o8 
*  -       •  '  (1,092) 

Tenh-TiiDe,  Work  Aid  s     ^         Totar       '  '  100 
~  ~  "  ...  -  -  (263) 

INSTITUTIO><  riEDIANTNCOHfE      '     "     .  ' 

Low-to-HiddlB     '    .  -  107/ 
'      ■  •.  .■•(271). 

■  • 

.Upper-Middle  '     ■.'  76 

:  .  '     .  (.231), 


INSTITUTION  ACHIEi^EHENT/ABILITY 

-  Noh-SeUctive  .104 

(286). 


ERIC 


Highly  Sel%ctive     *  77  ' 

(212). 


393  , 


-V^rlabie 


taiAL 


Paf-tltlon 


Student  Loan  Aid 


  Total  -  ^     -  201 

iNSTjlTillON  MEDIAN -INCOME  I 
Low^to-jflddle'  |,85 


Upper-Middle 


V 


'258 
(5A7) 


.  IHSIITUTI-ON  SEJCTOR 
■/jubl  rc  4-  .  ^  Publ  Ic  -2  *     .'Private \k 


169 

(39o; 


6r 

-'  (250)  ' 


^^61- 
V  (2^18) 


'  0 

•(0) 


,315 
(609). 


388 
(5a3) 


(680)  T. 


INSTITUTION  ACHIEVEMENT/ABILITY 
^    -  IJibn-Selective 

^  UpperrHiddlfi-^ 


I  federal  Aid 


INSTITUTION  MEDIAN  -INtOME 


Low-to-HJddJe 


Upper-Middle 


250.' 
(535) 

292 
^(580).. 


^•330 
^(6.03) 


,34a^ 

tsSD- 

362 

m3) 


I NSTITUTJON  ACmEVEneNT/ABItlTY 
Non-Selective  - 

.        Highly  Selective 
»     *  .  » 

4}  • 


337 
■t<(610) 

(718). 


"  193 

290  ^ 


292  . 
(545)' 

278 

(5^7i 


-  •  19 
NA 

175. 


173  , 

(A32) 

138  - 

('tis) 


'»  '  .Jt' 

'  (500)  » 

r  (H^ 

r  \  553 

•:  (760) 


BOB  81 
(753)        -  .  (266) 


358. 
1^(612) 


NA' 


,  612 
-(776)., 

'497"" 
(735) 


75A 
,.(68a) 

A81 
(694) 


Variable 


Part  U I  on' 


ITOTAL 


/ 


■V 


.  Educational  Opportunity 
Grant.(EOGJ       '  . 


Total 


INSTltGT4 ON  MEDIAN  INCOME  ' 
,L'ow-tb-M?d(fle  ' 

,        •  Upper-Hfddle 


INSTITUTION  ACHIEVEMENT/ABILITY 


(193) 


45' 
'  (180) 

48 


^         JNSTlfUTION  ^IcfoR      '    •  ' 

Public, 4     .    PubUc  2     '  Prfv^e.4 

.... 


;  44- 
(174), 


(173) 

42  - 
(172). 


.A 


28 

(T340 


28  . 
.(13.4) 

.'17 
■(95) 


7.6  \ 
{271)- 


89  • 
•(182>'  ■ 

-  64  ■ 
.(257)  ' 


Non-Selective  ,^ 

f 

(ll3) . 

■"M09 
(258) 

10. 

■  n  .. 

207 

(356) 
«  -  ■ 

Highly  Selective 

*  • 

•  '56  m 

(236> 

t  -  '.61 
(224p 

NA^ 

»  62 
(274) 

•College  Wdrk-Study  Total 
(CW-S)     .      /           ,   ^  .  ^ 

50 
(183) 

X 

45 
(J64) 

.'40 
(162) 

77 
(233) 

.     INSTITUTION  MEDIAN  INCOME  .      •  • 

'    .                 Low- to-Middle 

■I 

IMper-Hi  ddle 

> 

52 
(184) 

42 
(171) 

49 

(m) 

''33 

'dp)-  > 

40 

(162) 

'  31.. 
(129)  .. 

96 
(247) 

■f 

60 
(217) 

;       .    1 NST 1 TUJ 1  ON  ACH 1 EVEMEKT/AB 1 L \Vf  . 

*  * 

I 

•  Non-Selective 

►'\ 

"  . 36  ^• 
(158) 

128 
(271), 

24 
(109) 

216 
(362) 

HIghlf  Selective 

(13ft<> 

33 

,<I24)  - 

NA 

5V 

-  (161,) 

*  ' 

t  , 

•  'km. 

•3S>5 

* 

y  ■ 

* 

• 

AY,,     Total  •  ?  ' 
.    .  Low-to-Ml^dle 
^  Upper  Middle- 

§ 

'Total 

•Low-to-Hidd'le 
Upper  MrddW  ', 

•  •  I 

I  * 

SATj^   Total  . 

..  Non-Selective 
.  High  Selet^tlve 

COST. 


B 


^.71.. 

-r.8fc 


PuWic  k 
r,57- 

-.78  • 


-1 


-1.50  ' 

■  -1.78; 

?  -2.18 

,  .  r2.39 

s  -  , 

.'37' 

.25 

-.32- 

' .  -.29' 

,42 

.       .  .34 

i  * 

l.Ol      •  ' 

•  .84 

.07 

.06 

-v.  62" 

-1.52- 

-3-06 


HA 

> 


1.24 


^  -;46 

♦ 

'  -c82  .- 

.   -2.13  , 

'1.66^  • 
.  '-2.54  ' 

.52 
.-.13.  * 
'  .55-  4 


.06 


Elasticities  calculated  at  mean  values»of  relevant  variables..  Specifically, 

r 

^"  '  '  ^i,h,k* 


A|,k 


whercj^ 


er         «   calculated  elasticity  of  the  i     aid  type  for  variable  h  within  .  ' 
*  '  '    .    the  [C^^  partition  "  .        '  .  '  " 

■    estimated  regression  coefficient  for  variable  ^7  with^respeclt, to 

the  i^^  aid  type  within  the  k^'^  partition  *  ' '""K 

»   mean  value  of  varfabl'e  h  withifl  jthe  k^'^  partition  {from  Tabl^  A-1), 


/"h.k  ^ 


h,k 
'.A 


mean  value  of  .the  ith.  type  bf  ai<l  withfn  the  k^^  partition  (from 
.Table  A-1)  ,     \  . 


Where. regrejMon  coefficients  are  Ins ignlf leant,  no  elastlcfties  are  compufed.         '  '  ; 
|:pJ(]'^ub-grows  fpr  {jicomc'and  ability  y^arlables  refv  to. Institution  partftJons.  '     '  '.. 


TABU  A-3  ^ 


ElaS'ricftles;  Percent  Change'  In  Grant  and  'Schol4t^hlp  Aid 
Induced  by  a  One  Perc^t  Changfe  In  Selected  Varfablesa^ 


-  AYk  Total 


Low^td-KlddYe 
Upper  Middle 


•  Total 

■ ;  Low-to-Hid'dle 

Upper  H.i<fdle 
-r. 

SATi.  •  Total  ' 

Non-Select  We  - 
Hi^h  $e]e(;^ive 


8, 


TOTAL 

-'.63 
-.70. 

« 

-2.11 

-2.13" 

.88 

.■53 
.•98 

1..15 

.07 


Puhl Ic 


-.62,' 


Parti  tior)(  ,  . 
fNSTlTUTIOH  SECTOR  .       /  " 


Public  2 

'-.57     '  ; 


t2.09 


1^0  ' 

.77 

V 

.97 

Y  1  Isa 

\    '  \ 

.06  . 

-2.ii3 
-2.30  . 
-2.62' 

'    .Sk  . 
.8i»  - 

•  .08  . 


^SlastiCJ tf es  xalculated  at  mean  -Values  of  relevant  vai^iablei 


Jpeci  f ically. 


'  «   calculated  elasticity  of  the  i.    aid,  typ^Wor  variable  h  withTn 

'     '  *        -.the  k^^  parrhtiop-  .  r.  =-    .  ■ 

,  ^  .  ,    «    estimated  regression  coef?iclent  for  variable  h' with^  respect  to 
^.J'^^-       the;  1^*1  aid  type  within  the  k^^  partition      "       '  /  '  "  '  '" 

meaji'value  of  varJalile     within  the  k^^^^parti tfon  •  (from  Table  A-1) 

mean  value  of  the  l^^  type  of  aid  withfn  the  k^*^  partition  ^froni. 
table  :A-1>" 


Sih;k. 


.  '-"  Vhcre  regres^slon  coeff  iciWts  areMnsighif icant,".no  elasticities 'are  computed. 
EI^FC^ub^Wups  foV  In.cope  and  ajbiUty  varQlQ^  refer  to  Institution  itertlt^cns* 


VariablV 


Partition 


TOTAl 


It 

-9' 


T6£al  -•  . 

/  -  • 

Low-to-Mlddle' 
Upper  Middle 

TptaL 

Low-to-Hidrfle 
* 

Upper  Middle  , 


.'•35 
-2.90 


Public  4 

■ '-.30 
-1.00  , 

-1.58 
_-l.09  ' 


JHSTITUTION  SECTOR  , 

i 


?ubMc  2 

'.Ik 


^4* 


-.87 


.Private  k 
.-•55 


-1.79 


SATt  Total 

Hon-Selectfve  . 
'  HIgjii .Select! ve 


COST, 


-.76^ 


.27 


-.36 


HA 


1.16 


•-.64 

-.81  . 
.56 


.09 


Elasticities,  calculated  at  mean  values  of  rel/tvant  variables.  Specifically, 


'i,hVk 


where. 


^'calculated  elastic! tyof  the  I  •'al^  type^ f<)r  variable  h  v^ithin  .  J 
,,the'k?f^  partition  \  •  '    ^  .    -  ' 

estimated /regression  coefficient  for  variable  h  with  respect  to 
the  i^^  aid  .type  withfn  the  k^^  partition         *     /  ^        «  .       %  • 
mean  value  of  variable  h  within  the  1c^^  parti* tionnfroib  Table  A-lX 

mtean  value>  of  che- i tl}  type  of  aid  within  the  k^^/partftion/Cf roro^'V 
taSle  A-l)  ^  *     .  . 

^ere  regrfessibn  coefficients  are  insignificant,  no  plasticities, are iomputed. 


^i,»,k 

.^i,h,k 
»3,k 


^ERlC^«f*-9foups.for  Income  and  Sbi^ity  va/iablej  re^^)  instWution  parytiCions,  . 


.  ■■  TABLE  A-5  .         '        ,       '  . 

*  '   ♦   .      '  ' 

Elastlcttles?  Percenit  Change  Jn' Student  Loan  Aid  . 
Induced  by  a  Qne  Percfint  Chajige  in. Selected  VarlafaTtes^  ^ 


Low-to-Middle  * 

'9 

"  Upp?r  Hiddle 


TOTAtf 

\  -.32 
-.65 


f 

Public  H 
-.56  . 


Parti d<;^n  * 


IHSTITUT10N  SECTOR 


•Publ4c^2 

/  '.57 


Private  k 
.  -ISO 
-  '-ho 
,  -.61 


Totals 

♦Low- to-Middle. 
Upper  Hiddle 


-1.36,, . 


-1.92 


-2:10 


H.96 


SAT{^   Total    ■  .  ■ 
Hon-Selective 
High  Selective 


COST, 


'  -.18 
^  ■  '  .kli 
.27 

■  .08 


-.19 
*.35 


1.15 
.05 


.39 

1.3J^^ 
MA 

I.B9' 


.19 

ft 

,61 


Elasticities  calculated  at  mean  values  of  relevant  variables.  Specifically, 

9  m  ^ 


where. 


(.01 


^i,h,k 


th 


calculated  elasticity  of  the  i''"-aid  type'for  variable  h  within  ' 
the  k^^' partition  k-'        ■         -^-"^  , 

h       *    estimated- regression  -coefficient  for  variable  b  with  respect  to-  - 
J'  '-  .  ■     the  i^h.aiS*  type  within,  the  k^*'  partYtion  J 
Zj,         »   mean  value  <5f  .variable  b  within  the^k^^  pirtition  (f|*'s^  .Table  A-?) 

;  mean  value -of  the  i^h  cype  oA  ai^d,  within  the  k*:^  partition  (frora 


M,k 


Table  A-lJ" 


Where  regression  coefficients  "are  insignificant,  rio  elasticities  are  ci^tltei. 


-groups  for  Income ;aod'abfflty  var I a^Mgrefer  to  instlSjitf on  partitions. 


*    •  TABLE  A-6 

Elasticiti^est.  Percent  Change  In  Federal  Aid 
induced  by  a  One  Percent  Change  in  Selected  Variables 


Variabie* 


AY^  Total 


*  Low-to-Middle 

r 

'  Bpper  Miiidle 


TOTAL 


-.37 


Partition 
'  INSTITUTION  SECTOR 
Public  4         Public  2 
-.65  --.58  . 


Private  k 
-.89 


Yj^  •   Total  • 

Low'^o-Middle 
c  -        Upper  Middle 

SATj^  Total 

Non-Selective 
High*  Selective 


COST. 


r. 


/ 


1  . 


.-2.03 
-1 :62 
-2,59 


.30 


.95 

4 


-2.21 


■  \ 


.4- 


.15 
.85 
.12 


-2.15 


.30 

•  NA 

■n.23 


-2.09 

-l.W 

•*>  . 

-2.75 


.76 


Elasticities  calculated  at  mean  values  of  relevant  variables.  Specifically,' 


,h,K 


Ai',k 


w      *   calcufrated  elasticity  of  the  i^^  aid  type  for .yaria^tl*  h-wrthin 


the  k^^  partition 


estimated  regression  coefficient  for  variable^h  with  respect  to 
^  the  1^^^  aid  type  within  the  k^^  partition 

*^n>ean  value  of  variable  h  within' the  k^^  partition  (from  Table  A-1) 

A.  *   mean  value  of  the  ith  type  of  aid  within  the  k^^  partition  (from 


t,k 


Table  ^-1) 


Where  regress forTN^oefficlents  are  insl-gnlf leant,  no  elasticities  are  /romputed. 


PSub-gr<oups  for  Income  and  abJHty  variable  fefer  to  institution  partitions. 


*      - .     ^  ^   -  *  Elasticities^ 

';-7-":  ".--  ■ 


TABLE  A-7 


_   Pgccent  Change  in  EOG 'Award  induced 

by  a  Onfe  Percent  CH&nge  !n  Selected  ^^riablesa^ 


'-VartabJe'* 


V 


AY,.  Total 

« 

•  tow-tb-Middle 
t 

Upper  H!dd1e 


Y,^      Total  , 

Low-to-Hiddle 
Upper  Hiddle 

SATj^   Total  ' 

Non-Selective 
*High  Sel^ti 


ve 


COST, 


TOTAL 


-1.08 


-3.65 


.91 
.16 


Partition 

0 

IHStiTUTIjJH  SECTOR 


Public  k 


Public  2 
-1.01 


*  Private  4 
--1.16 


-3-59 


X-3.73 


-3.78 


-.'60 


.90 


^  .32 


HA 


1.36 


.69  — 


^Elasticities  calculated  at  mean  valuiss  of  relevant  variables-  Specifically,, 


where. 


^i,h,k 

^i,hik 
•A 


At 


calculated  elasticity  of  the  i*  aid  type  for  variable  h  >rlthin 
the  k'h  partition  \  ^       -  '       -  - 

estiml^^ed  regression  coefficient  for  variable  h  with  respect  to 
the  i^^  aid  type  within  the  k^^  partitio?|     *  'r  * 

fOean  value  of  variable  h  within  the  k^*'  part j;t ion  (from  Table  A-1) 


►  «    n>ean  value  of  the*  i^h  type  of  aid  within  the  k^"  partition  (from 
Table  ArD  /       '  * 


Where  .regression  coefficients  are  insign[f leant,  no  •elasticities  are  computed. 


L  EI\[C  ^ub-groups  for  Income  an<^  ability  variab^e^^^^ 


er  to  insiftutlon  partitions* 


TABLE  A-8 


/ 
1 


'   Elasticities;  Percent  Change  jn  "CW-^S  St ipencf- Induced 
^  *  *         •  a  One  Percent  Chaoge  in  Selected  ^Variables* 


b  •  '  ' 

Vai:i:ab1e          .  .  *  .  Partition 


'  y     .  TOTAL  •        ^        ~*      'iHSTlTUTlOR  SECTOR 

.  .  ^    .  Public  it'     '    Public  2'  .     Private  A 

.-/',-■  .  ■ 

AYj^     Total  =-.72  ■  .    -          -.77       -    '  -.52  "   '  -.68. 

Low-to-MiUdle  '  '           —  —         /  J     —     '  ^ 

Uppeir  Middle  "      '      —  —  — 

Y.       Total            '  -2.43 -2.60  -I.98  -2.21 


i^le 
Upper  Hjddle 


'  SATj^   Total     ,       .  .56  •                     .              --76  '.  -  '  -;99 

Non-Seleitive  '           -.12              "                          •          ,  '-.16 

-  '     High  Selective  -1.06        '     ^    "    -r        '       "  NA 

COST.       -     '  •         .76                      .34   ^-l  '      \.kS'  ^  -46 

b;  .15                   ,  -23*    '      /   "  '  - 


Elasticities  calculated  at  mean  values  of  relevant  variables.    Specif icaHy,  . 


^i,h,k 

where,      '  '  ,         ^  *k 

kU_  .in 


e,|  u  J,   «•  calculated  ^lastiei^y  of  the  i^    atcJ  type  for  f^ariabl-e  h  wrtMit**' 
tlie  k^^^jp^titlon  ^  .  -    ,  . 


B.  .  "   estlmated'T-egression  coefficient- for  variable  h  with  respeCt  to  , 

J'  '  the  i^^  aid, .type  within -the  k^h,  partition       •  \  • 

Zf,  "   mean  value  of  variab4e  h  within  the  k^^  partition  {from  Table  A-1.) 

A.  .  »   mean  value  of  the        type  of  aid  within  the  k^"  partition  (frofsr 

.  '  Table  A-1)      ^  . 

yhere  regres's^ion  coefficients  «are  Insignificant,  no  elasticities  ar?  compjJted, 

ERJC  faSub-groups  for  income  andXbillty.  variables  to  Institutiiin  pa/tftipns. 


5.. 


ERIC 


r 
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Appendix  VI -B.  N 


Correlation  Matrices 


/ 


/ 


/ 

C 


4^  --'-  -  ' 


List  of  Tables 


TABLE- 

B-2 
B-3 


Zero-Order.  Correlation  Marrix  -  AH 
■freshmen      •  "  .     •  -  ^ 

Zero^Order  Correlation  Matrix  -  Public 
Four-Year  Freshmen  *         #  ^ 

Zero-Order  Correlation  Matrix  ^  Publl^ 
Two-Yea r  Freshmen 

Zero-Or^er  Correlation  Matrix  -  Private 
^  '•Four-YesftL  Freshmen  /   '  -  • 


O 


A 


40^  • 


c 


ERIC 


f 

TABLE  &=1 


Zero-Order  Correl^tlort  Matrix  -  AH  Freshmen. 


AY'k  ■      (Dyh)^'^^k)         SATk\        (Osh)(SATk)      (Dsi)(SAT'fe)         R{c  Xfc  COST^      ^' .B, 


AYjc         ♦  ,1.00 

,)(AYk)  .50  i.OO 


'  (%) 


*  ,  ^       SATk.  .22  .59  KOO 


(Osh)(SATk)  -.07              .37  .36  1.00  '  •  k 

>  •  '  -  . 

(PspCSAT^)  %      .15  .      -.05-  -.03  -.09  1.00        .  *  . 

*           R,,     ■  .27              .11  i23'  '  -.-00  -.13*^  l.OO' 

.     -  .09          •    -05  .Ok  .     *  .0^  -.Oa*-  .04  -1.00 


COSTk  •        ■  .19  .37      '  .  '  .33  M  \  -.06  .O^i  '     ~M  1.00 

B,  .02  .16.  .11  '.Ik'       .        .00  '         -.05        .03  .25  KOO 


405  -        -  •  •  *    -  ^  -  406 


ERIC 


•SATk 

(Ds},)(SAT|,) 
(Og^l)  (SAT,) 

•  * 


COSTk 


;ERlCr 


40T 


TABLE  &=2 


Zero-Order  Correlation  Hatrtx"  -  Pjibncl^oufYear  Freshmen 


.22- 
.08 
•  -.06 
.30 

.15 
-.03 


(Dyh)  CAY{,/       SATk^       (Osh)  (SATk).  (SATk). 


f.OO 
.18- 
,20 
.00 


<10 


20 


:o6 


l.QO 

.21 
..02 
.30 
'  .06 
\15 
-.Oij 


I.Ob 
-.08  ' 

*    *  ,  * 

.18 
.12 


.} 


'>ro6 


j  .06 
.  .08 


1.00 


•408 


.1. 


5ATk 

■Cl>sh)(SATu) 

♦  *  , 

COST|t 

8, 


TABLE,  B-3 


Zero-Order  Correlatloo  HatVtx  -  Public  Ttfro-Year  Freshmen 


V/ 


1.00 


.22 
.06 

.23 
.10 
-.Oil 


409. 


ERIC, 


1.00 

.07 

NA 

-.03 
.05 
.06  ■ 
.Off" 

-.or 


SATk        (BsfvXSATk)  J  .  (Usl)  (SATk) 


J. 00 
HA,' 

-.03 


-.01 

-.08 


HA 

» 

HP, 
NA 
HA 

HA  .  C 
HA 


1.00 

V 

,02 

.01 
-.03 


I. Op 

..50 

-.02 
-.09 


1.00 

.08% 
.04 


i.oa. 
.11  . 


X|t  .      COSTj^  Bj 


i.oo 


'  MO 


4  k 


J: 


TABLE  fl-^   «         .*  fl' 


^  r.. 


m  - 

S 

V 


^  Zero-tfrder  CorrelatlorL  Matrix  -  Pr fvate.FojSr-:Year  Freshmeiv 


■.*Xk.  .  •  *    1.00     '  •     .  I     ,  \  '  ■    •     '      '   ,  ■ 

-  ^-rr '       ■  ■        '  ■      ^        /  .        ®  "■    '  .  ■        •  " '". 

-          •          ^  •  '  -  .     -  •  -  .      <w*  . 

*  (0.h)(SATk)        '    .20  .'lO  .50      ^  -1.00      '  \  .  > 

-  .(D^.)(sATi)        -.12-.-  -.14  r.u^  *    .,-.n  i.QO  \'  . 

.           -              .    .28-  ..19  M8  '.00.     .         -^30^       ;  V.flO 


.  COSTfc 


Xk    ^  .11'.       .11  -1^  '--^ 

.28,   '        .37'        .   'w33'  .^0  'Al,  .05  ■     *0i '1    \,i)0\   ■  '» 


;07  'liOO 

.  / 


.O^j        •    '.12  '  .13  _  .28'   .       :  **01'  .02-      -.02  ..      .15  "LOO 


S 


.411.-    -      '  • 


0 


Append  X  Vl-C  ^ 


Vstudent.Aid  Distribution  Function: 

Alternate  Specifications  ana  Measures 

* 


f  ' 


\ 


X 


U3 


ERIC 


Tables 


Non-Linear  Effects  \n  the  Total; AW  "TT 
Distribution  *&iuat ions    ^  [^L^ 

Oetenninants  of  Total  Aid  Packaged^  ;  "^ 
to  1972-7$  Entering  Full-TIme  Freshraen 

Determinants  of  Aid  Packaged  to  1972^73 
Entering  Full-Time  Freshoen:  Alternate 
Cost  Measure  (Tuition' and' Fees)  ' 

Determinants  of  Aid.  Packaged  to  1972-^73 
Entering  Full^Tiiae  Fr«hmen:,  Alternate 
'Institutional  Aid  fxxsxi^  Measure  (Initial 
Year  EOS  Funds)  ^  * 

♦ 

Oetenalnan;&s^of- Aid  Padcag^  to  1972-73 
Entering  Full^Jise  Freste>en:  -Alternate 
Institutional  Aid  Funds  H^a^ure  (CW*S 
Aid  Funds) 

Determinants  of  Ai^  Packaged  to  1972-73 
En  ter  i  ng  Ful  1  -T 1  cse  F resivi^ :    A1  t^rn&t^ 
institut4onal  Aid  Funds  Measure  (HDSL 
Aid  Fundsr 


A,. 


} 


■  V 


TABLE  C-1  - 


-  - 


4  * 


Kon-Llnear  Effects  In  the  Total  Aid  Distribution  Eqtiktlons  . 


{Alt  coefficients  significant  at  ,05  Jevel;  standard  errors  are  In  p^renthes^es) 


EXPLANATORY 
*  VARIABLESr 


DEPEHOEKT'.VARJTSLE 


Available  Incorae 


AY. 


-.0855 

Com)- 


JUL. 

',»>0858 
(.0021) 


>08lg 
(.0022)  ^  ' 


*  • 

(AY,')2 

"If, 

7 

-^0794  ^ 
(.0022) 

— 

SAT  ^Jftre  ♦ 

SAT^ 

.2788  *• 

(.oigz) 

.2140 
.  (.0296). 

~  k 

.4655  % 
(.029^). 

(SATt)^ 

i 

-  * 

1.8% 

(.18?0) 

■t 

Racial /Ethnic  GrouD 

> 

« 

-216.1 

(25.0$) 

(25.01) 

-IMA 
'  (24.97) 

--240.0 
(26.13)  : 

"Student  Sex 

-52.18 
(15.69>' 

'11.51' ' 
(16.00) 

-54.44 
(15.49) 

-51.84 
(16.36X- 

Student  Budget 
* 

COSTk 

»  ■» 

(4)070) 

.2766  • 
(.0071) 

.2760 

(.0070)  , 

■  c 

(COSTj^)^ 

•  '.2534 
(.0095) 

I^stM  Aid  Funds 

.2712 
(.0256)" 

,  .2882_ 
(.0262) 

.2651 
(.t}256) 

•?843^ 
(.02641 

Constant 

293. J) 

✓ 

407.7 

385.6  .  ^ 

.  578U 

,    R  <: 

/ 

.30.*. 
,  (664.07) 

.27 
(468.46) 

,       '  .30  ■  " 
(666.J2)  • 

.24- 
(486.53) 

t 

.  ^AlJ'Ifluarffd  ternjs  In  (100>? 
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Table  C-2 


l)etenntnants  of  Total  Aid  iPackaged  to  \StJZ-Ti  Entering  FuH-Tting'FfeshBien  '*  *  ' 
.{uiiderlined  coefficients  are  significant  at  .05  levels  standard  errors  are  In  parentheses) 


DEP^DEHT 
VARIABLE 


Realtlve  Income 


EXPIATORY  VARIABLES 

*  '  %  -  - 

-  ^Racial/ 


Relative  SAT  Scor© 


SAT 


^  ^  SAJfe  SATfc 
i^.(l>sh)(s4)  (Dsl)(|^) 


Ethrffc 
Group 


Stu- 
dent 
Sex 

•Estl- 
raated 
.  Heed 

.  Inst'l 
-  AW 
i5m?s 

Heed' 

Conr* 
stant. 


(2.1)  Total  Aid 


R^  -  .37 


917.51 


tlO.22) 


-130.8 
(20*00) 


{22.90> 


-32. 7£ 


:4300' 
.0075 


.2^57 
{70255) 


262.6 


(2.2)  Total  Aid 


^     R2.  .37  . 
F  »  624.57  ' 


-52.53        -86.79         162.5         176.0  -30.33      -248.3      -35.72     .4222  .2455 

(15:25)      (TTts) .     (27797)      {20r)       (24.39)'^   (^Ttl)  .  (17752)  (70077).  C02JS) 


251. i 
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.  '  ^  '  •    TABLE  C-3  .  » 

.  /  '    .  :  ^        .  -        •  •  '    ' . 

Deteralnants  of  Aid  Packaged  to  1972-73  Entering  Full-time  Freshmen: 


^  ^.  Alternate  Cost  Measure  (Tuition  and  Fees)  , 

'  (Underlined  coefficients  are  significant  at  .05  level;  standard ^rr^HTare  fn  parentheses)  . 


DEPENDEHT 
VARIABLE 


C3.it  Total  Aid 


F   »  755.28 


EXPLAHATORY  VARIABLES 


Available  Inconse 


SAT  Score 


Racial/  "  Tuft  Ion   InstM  . 

.Ethnic:       "       '       ^nd       Aid  Con- 
Group  ^      Sex      .  .Jees "    Budget  stant 


AYk        (Oyh)(AYk)     SATj^    (^shHSAJj;)    (D^iHSATjc)     ;  J^k    /  -  :  V  '        ^^'k       ^  »J  , 


/ 


-.0738         -.Q30k         .2881       -.1321      .    .0557         -23^.9      -38.2j[        .»T27    _.25^"n  522.3 

(:ool3)''-   jToBlD  rCosSD    (T0I52)     (.oiiii8)  /  -{25^    05^.  CoTO  CS2n^  . 


•  J. 


TO 


(3.2)    Gcat^t  and^  -.0^00 
Scholarship  Aid  ,  (.0016) 


-.0163  .2790  ,.I408  -.0889  '  -226.0  1K58 
(70022)     ,(70212)    Com)        C03T5)       (iT^  (11.01) 


jl3Ao    .1117  <;190.0 

Com)  Com) 


.R^«..2i| 


330.05 
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'6  ^  * ' 

TABLE  C-3>  concliJded 


i  DEPEHDEMT 
V  VARIABLE 


EXPLANATORY  VARIABLES 


'<3,3)  Terro-Ttine 
'  '       Work  Aid 


hi. 52 


Available  income 


SAT  Score 


-.0090  ' 

(ToooS) 

f 


*Raclal7 
Ethnfc 
Group 


Sex 


Turtfon  JnstM. 
'  ^"d   .     Aid  )  Cbifc-^ 
Fees       Budget:  stant' 


AYk         (DyhXAYk)      SAT^^  (DghHSAJ,,)    (Dgy).  (SATfc)  ^  J^k     "  ^^'k  / 


-♦0035-       >-^03n  -.0121 


,0116 


(TooTo)      r^CoTO    (.0086)    '  (.0153) 


^•28.54^     -k,3il       »0130     .0571  '  17M 

(055)    <5:377)    (Toolf) .  Cooga) 


•    (3.5)    Student  Loan 
Aid 


F   =  Iitl.84 
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-.0220 

CooPD 


-.0082 


.0/»82 


'^0108 


.1169 -2.372  / -Vl68       .1605     .0898  118.5 


CmS)^     <ToT75)    (.5lW     ^Gq^    V  (lt.78) ^Tf^    (TopS)  (-^0152) 


'A 


^ 
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-Oeterintnants-of  Aid  Packaged  to  1972-73  Entering  FuH-tjroe ^restiment 
.      Alternate  Institutfonal  Atd  Funds  Measure  (Initial %Year  EOS  FuhdsT^ 
*  7     (Underlined  coefficients  are  significant  at  .05  /UVel;  standard  errors  are  in  parentheses) 


{^1.1)    Total  fttd 


EXPLANATORY  VARIABLES 
^  Racial? 


^Available  Income 


SAT  Score 


Ethnic 
Group 


A5fk         (Dyh)(AY0     SAT^    (DshHSATk)    (DsjUSATj,)  «k 


-.0759  '      -.0309        >-^266^       .2130  ^  0722  -210.8 

CoolD-      (Too3t)      (To303>  C02S5)       (.0^47)  {25T33) 


Initials 

.  ,  -    "         Year. ,         y  ' 
•  Studejit    •~|pg  Con-. 
Sex      tudrgt   /  i=tt^s  -^tant 


COST. 


B2 


'5341  -2959  •  .5609  ' 
(15755)  C0072)  ,  CwSt) 


27^.7 


r2 

F  =  i52.72 


s 


^4.2)  iiranVand  yO^H,  >0159 

Scholarshto  Aid      (.0016)  •  {70022) 


R'^  «  .Ik  - 
F  »:32l.l6 


"2724  .1898 

Co2T5)  CoTtSV 


-.0789  -Uiil 3.314  '  .1563  .>1483;;  66.JO' 
C03T5),  .  ,  (TT^Sf)     (11.05)    (T005D  .  "(^OT^"  .  ■ 
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DEPEHDEHT  _  '  *' 
-VARfABLE  '  . 


^         Work  Aid' 


F  «  48.45  ' 


•4  / 


,  TABLE  conclude| 


EXPLAHATORY  VARlABllES 


Avaf  lable  Jncbbe 


SAT  Score 


kaclal/ 
Ethnic 


initial  -V 
-       year  •  ■  - 
,  Student     BOG  ee»^^ 


Sroup     /-^  Sex      Budget     Fifetfe  stant' 


tAVk  (Dyh){AYk)  SAT^  (DshKSATi,)  (OsliCWj,)  % 
••«0Q92        -.0042         -.0381     -.0110-       -.0122  26.19 

CoooH)      (Toolo)       Colo?)   {.ob84)  i  (.0153)  (5!tf3) 


COST^ 


B^ 


1 . 


c-5.548    .0223 .  >  rt3t.4 

<5.360)  (70025)  G«85) 


*!C4.^)  Student  Loan 
'       ■  *Ald 


-.0228  -.0080 
(.0014)     .  (.0018) 


♦.0437      .0448  . 


.1217        7.221    •     -47,73     .1100  .2400 

Co25i)  '  (14.80)   '  (gtro  iJoo52)  C0577) 


►.35- 


-12 
•140.62 
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TABLE  C-5 


Deteminants  of  Aid  fackaged  to  3972-73  Entering  Full-Tiae  freshaeiu-. 
,$3     Alternate  institutional  Aid  Fw>ds  Heasufi^  (CW-S  Aid  funds) 
{Underiifl'eS  coefficients  are  significant  at  .05  lev^lj  standard  errors, are  In jar^tbeses) 


DEPENDEHT 

/  ^¥/y«ABLE 


fe.l}   Total  Afd  / 


-  ;30 


^52.85 


Available  Incotse 


SAT  Score 


,  EXPtAHATORT  ViMitABtES  . 

Ethnic 


^  •  ■ 


firoup 


^=  v  •  Ctf-S  ^ 

^   Student      Aid  Con- 
Sex      Budget      Funds"    stant  - 


-.0759  ^'  -.0309  .2680  .2118  /  ,-0653 
(70023)        Co53T)  .  <:^03)    CM^  iMB} 


-210.8      -53.70       ^2963     .1267^^^  27KS 

(2533)>::  <i^55y  C0072) 


-C5.2I  Tera-flae 
Work  Aid  , 


-.0092 
(.A008) 


-.00t>2 


-.0374  -.01 U  .0095 
C5\m    (.OOW)  (.0153) 


/ 


1 


-26.01  -5.708  .0224  .0455  11(8.7-, 
(5:^     (5J^     (TomD  CW5) 
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.  TABLr£-6 


*     Deteralnants  of  Aid  Package4  to  1972-73  Entering  gull-Tlwe  freslweni 

Alternate  institutional  Aid  Funds  Heasurfe  <HDSL  Aid  Fu6(fs?    '  '/. 
(Onderltned  coef^£icients  are  significant  at  .05  level j  standard  errors  are  In  parentheses) 


BEPEHbEHT  <^ 
VARIABLE 


— > 

EXPEAHATOR^VARIABLES, 


16. J)   Total  Aid 


F  « 


^30 
458. 


Olf 


SAT  Score 


-.0757 


Available  Iricb<»  • 

 : — r- —  

AYk        (0^)  CAYk)     SATj^  ,  (OshitSATfe).  (l>slHSAra 


Racial/ 
*  Ethnic 
group 


-.0310 

(TooJD 


.2623  T2(f3% 
(.0302)  l.oas) 


'  ,068Tv/ 
(.0W6) 


:  'HDSL 
—  Student  Aid 


Zbar 


Sex  -    Budger     Funds  \^st|nt 


COST,. 


s 


'207. Z  -53.57  .292%  .2397  .  272,^ 
(2III9X     (15^     (I5073J  C02IS) 


(6.2)    Student  Loan 
Aid 


fC  -  .12 
F   -  ^k3Ak 


-.0227 

CooT5) 


-.0081' 

(TooTs) 


.0421  .0432 

CoTtt)  {.U32) 

r    '  ■ 


.1195 
(.0261) 


'9^P61    ^  -47.87       .1084  .1089 
(14.78)       07135)     C0052)  €0173)' 
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CHAPXE&  VI I  V 


ALTERING  JfiMVf  CDOCA^i'QUALSPEND^HG  PATTERNS:  Th^  Effects  of 
Student  ATH  '  '  -  .       .  . 


A  grov/Ing  body  of  research  has  provided  evidence  that  student  finan* 

.   '  '      '  \  '  -'  -  - .  *        '   '  '  \ 

clal  aid  can  affect  the  enrol Imefit  behavior  of  students  and  thefr.  fanrtlles 

(seer Radner .and  Miller  [1975];  Miller  [197I]j  Bi;shop  [1971];  Kohn, 

M^nskiv  and  Mundel '  [197^;  Barnes^  Erickson,  Hill'/and  WInokur  [1972];.  -  , 

CjarlsofT  tl97^3)»    Nevertheless, *researdiers.  still  know  very  little  about 

how  financial  aid  affects  the  total  family  investment  ami  the  amount^ 

parental  resources  that  are  provided  for  educational  expenses*    A  frame- 

work  for  analyzing  family  speoxiing  behavior  is  presented  in  this  chapter* 

From  this  framework,  hypotheses  about  the  affects  of  financial  aid  on 

the:  separate  Investments  of  students  and  parents  can  be  Inferred, 


A.    A^iOvervIew,,  ^ 

A  human  capital  investment  formulation  can  be  used  to  develop  the  key 
determinants  of  family  investment  in  postsecondary  e<iucation*    From  this 
more  basic,  model,  the  question  of  whether  th'e  amount  or  type  of  finan-* 
cial  aid'  award  wifl  provide  an  ejicouragement  for  increased  parental  support 
for  educational  expenses  can  be  addressed*  '  - 

In  the  conceptual  framework  used^in  this  study,*  instruct it)nal  services 
purchased  at  postsecondary  institutions  and-student  time  are  used  to  ^fo- 
duce;  educatfona]  capital    -7  a  hwnan  asset  that  can  generate  future  wage 
and  non-money:  returns.    Production  and  investment  are  carried. forth  until 
the  perceived  v^lue  of  these  benefits  just  equals  tuition  and. fees  expend!- 
ture  plus  forgone  eara I ngs  costs.    But,  In  the  shorter  period. of 'one  year, 
'.the  constraints  of  available  trme  and  financial  resources  can  limit  the  ^ 


enrol linent  In  and  expenditures  for  postsecondary  education* 

:B»   The  Household  Framework  -  —  '  ^  .  - 

Although  similar  In  many  respects  to  other  farailV  investment  and  con- 
sinnptlon  alternatives,,  t^e  option  of  Investing  in  postsecondary  education  *L 
has,,Jtfyee  distinguishing  features:-  the  annual  Investment  celling;  student  and 
parental  returns  from  the  enVollroent;  and  "<5tegoHcal"  student  aid  funds^  J 

Annual  Investment  celling^*  ToJfcal  Investment  -costs  incltide  tuition 
and  fees  plus  student  earnings  foregone  (or  non-tuftion  costs,  whichever 
^are  larger) ^  Constraints  on  academic  coufse, toads  anii  available  stuTdent 
time  Impose  an  upper  bound  on  the  level  of  investment  In  any  one  year* 
Should  the^  student  and  family  perceive  sizeable  fixture' return^,  the  constraint 
In  the  short  run  would 'permit  only  pstrtfal  attainment  of  the  louder  run  ^ 
desij'ed  level  of  Investments  *  ' 

Student  and,  parent  returns*    While  tnany  of  the  private  returns  from 
investment  In^posts^condary  education  are  realized  by  the  student,  the 
parents  caiTpercSAve  current  enjoyment  from  observing  and  participating  in 
the  postsecondary  activities  of  their  children.    In  this  respect,  the  en- 
rollmeni  takes^on  the  characterfstics  of  a  public  ^bodj:    The  consucqjtion 
(Investment)'  of  the  student  simultaneously  yields  satisfaction  to  the  parents 
quite  apart  from  the  calQulateli  appraisal  of  investment  costs  and  future 
rteney  and  non-money  returns.    Thfs  suggests  that,  v^lth  short -run  limitations 


on  .Investment,  parent- and  st'udent  returns  can  exceed  the  investment  costs 
at.  the  margin^ 

\  "Categorical"  student  aid  funds >  Students  attending  oostsecondary  Instt 
tutJof?s_are  eKgible  for  student'  aid  awards  up  to  the  documented  costs  of  ^ 


\ .  attendaci^ze^    But^  since  the  receipt  of 'these  funds  is  conting,ent  upon  -  : 

\  enrollraenjt,  the  resulting  lower  "net'*  price  •wITl  operate  to  encourage,  spending  fjor  .  ^ 

>'        /    gbstsecoadarV  education^   Furthermore,  since  the  award/criteria  differ 
J    :  /        J^y^student  type-,  program  type,  and  Institution  type,, the  net/"prl eel**  will  1 
\<^t^^^^mpng  the  many- postsecondary,  educ^^Saal  options*    '  '      _  ^  > 


Beyond  these  featti^eS/-the  baii-c  model  for  analyzing  family  investment  ^- 
or  education  e^q^endi  tures  has  beeri  developed  roost  4^^^tly  h:f^  HcHahon  , 
C»l97^a3,'  Tl97^b],  and  Wagner  For  the  most  part,  the  constraints  on 

,/    •family  Investment  identified  jn  these  studies  alscT  operate  to  Tlmit  theTsep* 
arate  investmefrt^  of  the  parents  and  student.    Similarly,  most  of  the  family 
characteristics  associated  with  the  perceived  returns  in  th?  family  model 
can  be  jiypothesized  to  influence  the  separate  evaluations  of  thfe  parents  ~ 
and  students.    In  general,  three  factors  are  presumed  to  affect>  the  house- 
•   hold*s  decision  to  spend  on  postsecondary  education:    (1)    the' perceived 
returns  from  the  Investment  Ja.  postsecondary  education;  (2)  the  Studfent*s 
ability  to  acquire  skills,  or  "produce**  educational  capital While  In  school^^ 
and  (3)  the  short  run  constraints  q^the  household*s  budget.    These  factors 
.are  discussed  I-n  turn  below, 

'  o       .  .  ■  v     V- ■■:  .•  ■• 

1.    Returns  from. Investment  in  Postsecondary  Education 
Generally,  the  returns  from  investment  in  postsecpndrff7  education  take* 
-two  fefmsf    First,  more  highly  trained  Individuals  tend  to  receive  higher 
wages  and  to  /  •     ^  -  .  . 
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linear ,feWeij[  and  shorter  perl^jds  of  Involuntary  unemployment.    Thus ,^  .there  ^ 
Is  e  ifrect  iponetary  payoff  to  the  Investment  (Blaug  [197(S3,  Ps^charopoulos 
-£T975l)v   Se«rfe,  Imllvtduals  with  hTgher  ediicatlonal  at-felnment  tend  to, 
be -more  efficient  consumers  and  to  pros^cTe  better  Instpuctlon  for  their  ^ 
-pre-scfibol  children  (see  Wchael  [1972] -and  Llebowitz  [19753>*    Bp^h  these  ^ 
monetary  ami  nSn-money  returns'are  primarlTy  realized  by  the  jstudent  and    ^  \ 
might  be^perqplved  differently  by  different  types  of  students  and 
.  -famni^s^^Mfcartlcular,  the  perceiVeti  yalue  of  the  pQtentfal  future  * 

\ 

returns  from  Investment  In  postsecoildary  education  are  "hy^thesized  to 

*  *    •*  •  *      •         >       ^  *     '  '  , 

be  affected  by  parental  tastes  for  post$econdary  education,  transmitted 

•  to  ^^^'-siMll^^^^i'^^"  attainment^  af^ the  "parents  ^CEOj^h,    Differences  " 

in '-5tude^TOW%vemei^t,  nxitivation,  and  ability  (SATj^)  might  also  reflect 

differenced  fife  student  p^ceptlons  about  future  returns  from  postsecondary 

training.    If  the  studej?t'or  pi^renjs  perceive- ftture  labor  market  dlscrimlr 

rMtl^  or  t^fffects  of  ''affirmative  action,"  the  s^en£*'s  r^ce  (Rj^) 

and  sex  .(Xj^)  might  also  lead  to* differences  In  the  rmpH||Ft  discounting  of 

future  returns.  ^  •  ' 

*  \  In  the  tnain,  the  level  of  parental  spending  is  hypothesized  to  h€  ' 

!  Influenced  by  these  same^factors.    It  is  reasonable' to  assume,  partJcularly  for; 

*  '  ^  ♦         •*  '     ,  '  ^  *V7*N^ 

t^e  entering  freshman,  ^hat  the  family*--  parents  apd  studeg^   —  make^the  :^ 

fexpendfture  and  enrollment  decisions.    In  th^  context*,  the  perceptions 

\  *^of  the.head  of  ^  household,  taking  jnt^j  coins ideratlpn  the  ^spl rations 

and  abilities  of  the  student  family  membe/.,  guide  the  level  of  in- 

"        ^Jl^tment  In  postsecondary  education.    Herfce,  Ihe  factors  Influencing  Ihe 

parental  evaluation,  pf  the  .potentiaL.retums  ^rdm  the  Investment  wii^affect  ^  ^ 

,   .the  amouiji't  of  famUy  and  parental  spending.       '  *     -  -  •        -  / 

M6r*ov^,  the  papents  mijht  antrchpite  current  consumption  satisfaction^" 
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>   frotr^^h^^^  educatlpff  experiences  of  tHeIr  CTtldrertt  *To  the 

ejxteitt^the^  Student*^  enrollment  gnable?.  the  yicaflous  reliving  of  the 

-      *-   .     ^  *  *        '  '  . 

jpareift^s  own  earlier  college  experiences /parental  ^pendrng'may  incre^^fe^^- 
Further,  f  if  the  parents  are  aware  of  the  enrol  Iment  .decisions  made  by  QtjtJerV 
families,  they  may  choose  to, spend  for  postsecondary  education  in  order  to 
emulate  the  cqnsunptJon^and  investment  patterns  of  thetr  peers  (the  *yemon- 
str^ion"  effect  described  by  IJeusenfaerry  [I9^9j)»  ^  ^ 

JZ-l  -^in  any  event,  the  foregolngJUnpl  ies  that  the  fe<jucaj;.i^n$r capi^arf ^stocks 

of  the  cKtldren  must  be^included  as  an, argument  ip.  the  multlperiod  utility  \ 
"I  _  .  '         ,         ^  *  ^ 

function- of  tM  parents*    Generally,  this  can  be  show' as: 

^^^^     ^  ^  « 

'Jtl)     UpT  <  Sget.  qjt'  ^'ik'  SAT{,;  X^,  Rj^,  Y^,  e^)       .  J  -  1,  .  « 


\ 


where 


^  »  student  stocks  of  educational  capital 
set  r  ^  ' 

ft  *  ^  ^  , 

q/    a  afj- purchased  goods  arid' sprvicets,  excltidlng  instructional  •  ^ 

•  >s^Vv!ces^  .  ^      -   .  '        *^  ;  * 

"  ^      .  ^.  • 

EDj^   a  parental  stocks  of  educational  ^capital ,  reflecting  parental 

^    tastes  and  Habfts  -for  postsecondary^  education  >  *  * 

SAT.  »*'itdyentis  achlevement/abi  li ty  — 

^  -  .  -    .       \  - 

•  ^  jfj,  *  race  of  student          ^  ^  . 

y        '^k  '             student        "  •    ;              *                *  . 

,    '  "  median  community  Income  ^     '             ^           *     ^    .    ^  f  - 

'  .  *  *  random  disturbance  '       :  ' 

^       TTie  family  (parents  and  student);  attempt  to  maximize  the  returns  from  all  ^ 
^acfi^^vlties  over'thfe  life  cycle,  subject  to  a\&ilable  resources.-  ^e  dynamic 
reSdurce  cortii^raintllnclljdes  both  ^Darents*  disposabfe  income  (Y^  ^)  and 
♦     \student*s.<iisbosable  income  (Y^  J)  ia^fuS^re  years.    In  general  ^  the' marginal 
coatrjJxSHaft^  current  investment  In  posts econd^'ry  education  to  parental, 
satisfaction*  (evaluated  in  dollars)  can  b'*  given  by t  /  '  '  ^  ^ 


C  ---  -  - 


"T*  *  T"^  t-T  + 


'      In  vAi<A^ represents  the  marginal  utf If ty  of  Income  and         •  . 

"  addItions,.to-the  student's  stock  "of  skills  an4  knowledge 

;  '  U.e.^  educational  Capital)*;     '  .»  , 

'    *     •       '     '  -    ' X.         .'  '  *  ' 

r    »  a  rate  of  discoiTnt;  ihcoPporajtifig  both  time -preference  for  con- 
CN-        sumption  and,  risk*  or.  uncertaihty   presumed  to  diffeJr  by  student 
•     ••  sex  (X|^)  and  race^j!^) .  .  -  ^  -  • 

'        It  is  theise  direct  non-money  returns  (first  term), combined  witfr  the  per- 

■•  ,       ■  '   '      ■  > 

celved  monetary  returns  (second  term),  wfrich  are  compeared  to  the-lnvestment  . 

"  costs  (developed  below)  to  detemine  the  level  pf  parental  Spendln^'for   ^    '  . 
'   .    educational  expenses,  *        ,  *  '  .  . 

,  2,    Production  of  Education^  Capjtal     *  ^       '       •  - 

*  Students  are  presumed^  augment  thefr  stocks  of  ski  Hs  inM/jowifed^ 

while  engaged  in  .formal  schooling.*  This  educational  capital -stock  can'^". 

^       -c    ,     •  '       '     '  '  •  ~  ^ 

used  to  obtain  money  and  nqn-mqney  returns  In  later- TIfe, 'described. 

.      above.  <  - 

ti,    '  general,  the  student  combines' his/her  own  time  {s    )  plus  the 

.       ■  -  ■  ,  '  ;  ^'^ 

instrufetIon§l  services  (q^^)  of  postsecondary  instltuti|)ns  to  acquire  skills.^ 

and  knowledge  ("produce"  additions  to  the  educational  capital  stock). 

Tin's  production 'relationship  I  s-*rep  resented  inequation  (3). 


(3) 


'wheVe 


Jiet  "  Hs^t.  qetJ-eOk. 


ft,  .'t      .  '^t  ■  9''°S5  additions  to  the  student's  stock  of- ski  lis  and  know- 

.  ledge  (educational  capital)  -  - 
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;    '  ^'  S^  «  studentf  trme  d^vdted  to  study  ^  _  • 

q  ^  «  Instructional  s^Wlccs  (Ue.,  instruction,  lab^,  library,  . 
etc)  pyrdiascd  from  postsecondary  Institutions 

y  Ep.  «  parentaT  kncwlcdge.^faout  postsecondary  education  alternatives 

-  '   J        X        *(as  ipeasuped  by  educational  ^ttalninent'of  the  head)-«f  * 

•    SATj^  -  student  achievemept/abtl-ity  ^  .  * 

=■      '      .  '    -  '  ■  ;  «       "*    *  - 

farentarl  education  and  student  achleveiaent^ablirty  are  Included  in  the  pro* 

ductlon  function  as  measures  of  the  efficiency  wlth>hlch  student  time  and 

/ihstructlonal  services  are  ^sed:  .sx^roe  students  may  ejpploy^  these  "ipputs" 

better  than -their  peers.  ^  For  example,  students  vrfiose  pare^its  have  had  more  * 

educational  experience  (as  measured  by  ED{^)  are^more^fkely.  to  be  directed 

,  to  th^  most  "appropriate"  postsecondary  option.    Furtlfer,  students  with 

greater  meas^u re d*  achievement ,  isjotivation,  and  ability  (SAT.)  might  be 

able  to  absdrb^  and  benefit  from,  a  fixed  amount  of  postseconda rj^t re iT\hig. 

•3.*    Hpusehold  Resource 'Constraints 

In  the  short  run,  both  limited  student  -time  and  finances  pose  formidable 

constraints  on  Investmeot* 

(  >  •  .  ,  '  *  ,    ^  ^ 

Tne  time  constraint,  described  bv^e  actual  nuRd>er  of  hours .^val lable 

to  the  student  for  study,  places  y  u^per^'bound  on  invests^nt*    Time  is^ 


constrained  for  tWo  reasons.    First,  institutions  might  impose  requirements 

.  >•      '  \  '  *       J  «  ^  - 

%^ich  avfard  ione  academic  year  of  credFt.for  one  year's  work*—    Second,  th^ 

^.       "  '         ' '  '      ,  ' 

as^imilatjon  of. knowledge  and  ski  Us.  is  t;.ime-consumihg*    Even  for  the  most 

.      .        ♦  '  '  ^  /  ,  1^ 

» able.  Students,  there  are  physical  limitations  on  the  S{5eed  wj^th  v^lch  nevf  ^ 
knowledge  can  be  absorbed..  . 
H    Ji»t  as  important  £or^th  pacei)tal  arnd  ^tudent  investments  are  family 

The  growfng  nunter  of  time-shortened  degree  prograeSS  and  college  leyel  ^ 
examliiation  programs,  {such  as  CEEB*s  CLEP)    is  eviderice*  of  a  recognitioit 
,  of  these  limitations.  '     ^      "  -     ^  • 


characfferl sties  which  affect  the  capacity  of  the  family  to  contribute  toward 
.educational  e^enses^  in  the  short  run,  such  as  disposable  family  fncooe  * 
Q^j)  and  family  size  (Hj^)*    External  sources  of  fundsy    including  grant, 
aid^  student  loan  proceeds,  and  student  job  earnings,  can  ease  the  financing 
burden  within  the  household.  *  •  y 

simply  put,  all  spending  i.n  the  current  time  period  must  be  funded  by  . 
the  available  .resources*    Ignoring  assets,  this  can  be  ^ho^Qi^es:— 

Jn  equation  (4),. family  disposable  income  limits  Jhe  expenditures  on  all 


1 

goods  and  services,  including  those  made  on  behalf  of  the  student  enrollment* 

Student  aid  can  ease  this  constraint  by  peducin^  the  shadow  price  (P^j)  of  the 

investment  in  jsostsecondary  education,  '       '      ^  " 

*  *^ 

C.    The -Parent*  s--Contr$  but  ion 

*  *  .  *  * 

In  theory,  the«^parents  will  contribute  toward  ^e  e<iucational  expenses 

of  the  student  coflrmensurate  with  their  perceived  returns.    This  is  analy 
* 

tically  equivalent  to  assuming  that  the^par^ts  will  attempt  to  maximize 
"their  returns  from  the  investment  subject  to  the  producti<^,  student  ttm^, 
family  budget,  and  investmei^t  cost  constraints.    That  is,  form  the  Lagrangfani 

(5)  .   L  -  ,     ;         (S^^t^  q.^,  EDj,,  SAT|,,  "f^,  Zj1  , 

s 

n —   .  ^ 

^ The  total' family  resource  constraint  is  slnplifted  here  ln_^two  ways.  First, 
while  income  from  family  as,sets  can  be  im;luded/in  dispos^Ie  income,  equation 
(3)  does  not  reflect'the  family's  al^^^^to  use  the  proceeds  frc^  liquidate<^ 
assets  for' tiie  purchase  of  goods  and^^fices.    Second,  aithcnjgh  the  family 
and  student  use  part  of  their  time  for  consumption,  -only  work  (in      t  an«J* 
.^tudent  p^rt-time  work  (Ai^fc  t))  sild  study  (in  the  shadow  price  of  educational 
capita!)  time  are  accounteS  ior  in  equation  (4).  . 


setting  parrtlal  derivatives  inequation  (5)  to  zero  (as^  necessary 
first  order  condition) ,  the  hypotheses  about  .the  Inf Ijuen^s  ori  parental 
cmtrtbutlons  described  above  can  be  deri/red  (see  Appendix  VII-A). 

This  formulation  presucnes  that  the  parents  determine  die  eqOTIIbritsi 
level  of  Inves:Unent  or  expends ture^  taking  into  cms! deration  the  amount 

'of  external  support  from  orarft^^^^well  as  the  asx>ui}t  of  avatlabler  student 

>  •       ' '  _  /  ' 

i^ources  from  a  student  loan,  student  savings, v^r  a  tena^tiiae  joBw  Sli>ce 

financia}  aid  is  awarded  only  after  socne  sort  of  applicatlm  process.  It  I^ 

r^sonable  to  assucae  that  the  arount  of  parental  cOTtributlOT  Is  ^eteralnjid 

after  the  aniounts  of  awarded  financiaf  aid,       /  *  '   '  ^  ^ 

Further^  ^nce  an  upper  bound  on  total  annual  Investment/can  be  reached ,  the 

^       ^   ./ 

effect  of  financial  aid  on  f^il^and  parental  investment  j^  as* iguausi  -  ^ 
in  i23rt,  such  aid  can  substitute, for  private  household  resource's,    Oa  the^  /* 

other  hand,  student  aid  mi^ht  encourage  enrol Irnent  and/or  Increased  family  and 

.         -  .  '  ,  '    ^  -  ^  ^  / 

^^rent  spending^    TT^is  ^'threshold**  hypothesis  can  ber  stated  succinctly:  *  ^ 

Does  the  arount  <sr  type  of ,  student  financial .  ^  ^ 

aid  provide  a  "threshold"  level  of  support  for 
^      .  some  students  which  encourage^  greater  parental 

outlays,  for  educational  expenses?. 

The  determinatiCHi  of  the  levels' of  parenta\  and  student  investment 
is* further  clouded  because  the  enrollment  simultaneously  provides  current  ^ 
and  perceived  returns  to  the  Student  and  parents*    In  one  fomilation, 
greater  levels  of  current  parental  satisfactions  (as  measured  by  parental 

.  tastes  or  re-l at ive  income)  aight  be  hypothesized  to  lead  to  increased  parental 

»    »  #  *  * 

i    support  (substituting  for  student  investment). 

In  both  <3sej^»  the  actual  effects  are  essentially  an  ^iplrical  mztt^r* 
Controlling  for  the  key  dBtenninant^  of  parental  and  faaily  investnient  ^ 
In  postsccondary  education  (described  in  section  B  above)/  the  effects  of 

\-  -      '       439  .  ^ 


ffnancl^t  aid  on  the  parents*  contribution  can  be  estinated.   A  parents* 

V  -v  -  -  '  •  -       .  '  ^       ^  > 

contribution  function  can  be  deduced, of  the  generaj  fonn  (see  Appendix  VlIirA) 

PGj^^j'^  actual  parental  o5ntrtbution  for  ^e        type  of  student 
f<\_l^^j  *  I^  type  of  fin^cjai  aid  offer  to  the        type- of  student 
'  Y«.  X  *  disposable  faalTy  'Incorc,  excluding  student  earning^ 
y_     «  laedian  Income  in  coreiunlty  ^       ^  . 

Hj^     «  f^ily  size  y  . 

SATj^  «  student's  SAT  score^  or  other  ability  neasure 
EOj^  »  parental  educational  attainment  (of  head)  ^ 
X      «  sex  of  student 
R      »  race  of  student  . 

2. »^^ll  variables  not  tested  and  random  disturbance 

•     r  - 

Ihe  parents*  support  for  the  educational  costs  'of  their  children,  then, 
'  is  hypothesized  to  depend  upon  their  perception  of  the  future  incof»  and 
current  and  future  non-T)oney  benefits  froca  the  lovestment* 
Further^,' the  aniount  of*^he  parent*s  support  will  be  i-nfluenced  by  their 
evaluation  of  the  student's  ability  to  acquire  skills  f rocsi  postsecondary 
training.    But,  as  iniportant  as  the  parental  perceptions  and  evaluations,- 
Student  financial  aid  can  also  affect  the  level  of  parental  support  for_ 
student  educational  expenses* 
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y  •  Appendix  Vfl-A 

'  jParentel  Contribution:  Derivation  of  Effects 

A,  f  The  Analytical  Frainework^  *  -  . 

-  .      Let  the  parentis  utility  function  be  shown  as: 


where 

Sg^^  »  the  student's  stock  of  educational' capital,  Q^^ 
of  vfhlch^Is  produced  in  any  g$yen  year 

q-^  «  purchased  goods  and  services 7 excluding  expenditures  for 
'  postsecondary  education 

EOj^  «  the  parent's  stock  of  educational  capital,  reflecting 
parental  tastes  for  postsecondary  education  * 

Xj^  «  sex  of  student  ^ 

Rj^  »  race  of  student  '  -  ' 

»  median  Income  4n  co^pmunlty  ^  -   •  ^  ^ 

«  random  disturbance'     '  *    -  *    ,    •  . 

Let  t  be  ^n  index  for  all  (any),  future  years  anjS  T  refer  to  the  current 

» 

year*  Over  the  life  cycle,  all  famtly  activities  are  constrained  by  availabi 
titne  and  financial  resources.'  Ignoring  consumption  time. 


in  which., 


Yj^  »  family  disposable  income  at  ttme-^,  excluding  the  earnings* 
/      /  *    ^f  offspring  • 

♦ 

Y      «  student's  disposable  Income  at  time  t,  excluding  earnings 
^      while  In  school  *      \  .  * 


^"^Is  derivation  AtjSM%  upon,  the  model  developed  Jn  Wagner  JjS/j)  • 


VI M2       ■    .  \^ '  - 

value  of  the  stock  of.  h  types  of  family  assets  (Sj^^-l^  ~7 
at  the  bergtnnlng  of-^he  current  period  ^ 


•-purchased  goods  and  services  ^t'^tlme  t,  excluding  ex- 
.  jfendltures  for  postsecondary  education        '  '  - 

P    »  shadow  price  pf.educcftloBal  capital,  at  time  t 

the  dollar  sisn  of  all  awarded  student  financial  aid  front 


grant,  work,  and  loans ^ 

9(il5hL*  stock  of  h  types  of  famfly  assets  at^ 

h  'thet  end  of  the*plann!ng  horizon, or  life  cycle 

r«  an  Implicit  rate- of  discount  Incorporating  both  tii« 
preference, for  consupfj^Ion  and  uncertainly*  Presunied 
to  vary  by  student  sex ./Xj^)  and  race  (Rj^). 

In  a  year,  the  student  mecfcer  can  augtneat  bis/Ker  stock  of  sfcills^aBrf  knew 

* 

ledge  by  cqcsblning  study  tlcae  (s^j)  with  Instructional  services  purchased  fr6m 
pqstsejeftdary  jfnstl  tut  Ions  (^^1-)  in  a  production  process 'described  by  equation  . 
(A»3).    Students  are  presumed  to  differ  in  the  eflFlcfency  with  whidi  the  inp'uts 
are  utillzeif,  according  to  student  achievetoent  ability  (SATj^)  and  parental  v 
knowledge,  oi^*  postsecon^ry  edu^ttonal  options  (EDj^)*  ,^  * 


QeT  -  ^SsT»  ^elJ  ^^^k'  ^Pk' 


All .variables  in  equation  (2)  have  been  defined  above,  except 

a  *       *  -  * 

Q^j  «  qr^ss" add! tioos* to  the  student's  stock  of  skills  and  kn6wledge 

(cdu^tional  capital)  ^ 


€2  *  random  disturbance 


By  xiefinltioa. 


S 

r 
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constralntJ 


iPro^uctlcn  of  educational  capital  I^  undertaken  subject  to  a  cost 


ERLC\ 


In  vriilch 


P  -  «  the  shadow  price  of  educational  capital  (reduced  with  sfudent, 
®^     aid)  -    *  " 


WjSgj  »feamings  foregw^  while  In' school 

-p^      ^  »  stated' tultlott  and  fees 
eT^eT 


Total  family  spending  is  constrained  In  the  short  An  by  available  . 
resources.  Generally,  purchases  of  goods  and  services  plus  ejqjendFture^  for 
postsecpndary  education  cannot  exceed  family  disposable  Income,    The  inore  ; 
detailed  budget  constraint  can  be  expressep*  as: 

■    •  ■  ■  \^ 

,  *      b  J  ,  •  "  - 

« 

in  which* all  variables  have  been  defined  above, 

^  The  determinants  of  the  parental  contribution  can  be  deduced  when  the  ^ 

«  ♦ 

«  parents  utility  ftinction  is  maximized  subject  to  the  cosjt  and  production 
contraints.    More  formal ly,  form  the  Lagrangtan: 


{A.6)     L  -  '^^5g^t»  ''jt*  "^^k'        V^C.  ^ 

^i;  7  (i+r)t-T     ri[i+r)t-T     h  t  j  (Wt-T 

,t         (l+r)^-T  ,h'(i+r)'r-^  ♦  ' 

f 


Setting  the. partial  derivatives  of  the  Lagrangfan  with  resi^ct  to 


each  variable  in  (A.6)  equal  to  zero  yields  the  necessary  ff  r^j^t  order  condi- 


.feipn^'  for  a^maxlraum^ 


tA.7) 


B.  -Derivation  of  Effects 


-?^l^PeT-Ai.k,T> 


f  * 


Cpllecting  terms  in  (A. 7),  the  direct  effect^of  financial  aid  on 
parental  Investment  can  be  seen  in  equation  (A,7a).    Here,  the  famlliat"  i 
equilibrium  relationship  Is  described:    perceiyed  utility  ^n^  monetary  returns 
(evaluated  In  dollars)  must  equal  the  discounted  net  costs^of  the  Inves;fcment 
at  the  margin. 


(A.7a) 


7^1  +?i 


.  2( 


set 


(1+r) 


Not^^ift^^  that  any  Increase  In  student  aid  (Ai^j^^^y  reduces 

ca'rgthau  cost  relative  the  perceived  macglnal  returns*  Hence,  greater 
Investment  Is  encouraged^  ,    .  ,    ,  . 


There  are,  however,  -two  aspects  of  the  investment  In  fjostsecondary 
education  vrfilch^roay  wbrlc  in  the  opposite  direction.    First,  annual  family 
^pending  for  postsecondary  education  is  limited  by  an  upp^  bounds    Second/ \ 
different  forms  of  financial  aid  might  adversely  affect  ^e  level  of  invest- 
roent.     The  extent  to  which  these  factors  come  into  play^^s  essentially 
an  empirical  matter.  ^  , 

Upper ^.S^und'  on  Costs .    Total  family  investment  In  any  one  year  consists  ' 
of  outlays  on  tuition  ^4  fees  pffus,  student  foregone  earnings  (or  total 
non-tuition  expenditures,,  whichever  a^^a  greater)*  Due  to  tnstlfuttonal  llmi- 
tations  on  academic  course  loads,  the  total  tuition  outlays  are  constrained^ 
Similarly,  over  a  one  year  period,  student  foregone  earnings,  or  ndn-tuition  * 
education,  e^end I tures  nave  an  Tipper  bound*    This  limitation  can  be  observed 

r  ^  -  -  * 

In  the  evaluation  of  ma^glnaJ  costs  In  equation  (A»7a).    For  relatively 
high  If^ome/fafnilles,        would  approach^  zero  (the  shorty  run  budget  constraint 
would  not  be  binding),    Fdr  flnan^jal  aid  recipients,  the,  net  cost  to  the 
parents  might  be  quite  low.    In  either  Instarfce,  the  perceived  ret^Jrrfs  can 
exceed  net  costs  at  the  margin.  .Orv^he  other  side  of  equation  (A': 7a) ,  the 
perceived  marginal  returns  may  greatly  exceed  the  marginal  net  investffent 
costs,  '  ^       ^  >  ^  . 

hidlrect  Effects  of  Studen^  Aid.    While  grant  aid  represents  a  costless 
form  of  studdnt  aid,  both  stSoderft' loans  and  terra '^me  work  require'^  commitment 
of  future  repayment  or  currerit  labor  in  return  for  the^  ?ld*    In  the  short 


4/1  HI  6 


ttin^   the  Tabor  requirement  fn  term  time  work  dr^ws  student  time  av/ay  from  ^ 
\5tudx:and  leisure  activities*    At  sofne  level  of  work,  the  "Income"  jftffecj: 
-  of  Increased  avaUable  dollars  In  the. current  peHod  may  be  balanced  o_ff     ^    .  ^ 

fay  the  constraint  on  available  student  time  for  study.  * 


I, » 

V' 


-) 
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-v  ^        ;    -    :     .      •        '  .  CHAPTER  VI H  /  '     ' ;  '     ^>  . 

~      .  •  ■  .  '  .\    —  -■       •      -       "        *         *         "  <  ■  * 

.  -  l»  ''iKFLUENCES  O»  THE"  PARENTAL  CONTRIBUTION:  •  * 

.  /  ■  *:     ■       "  SOME  INFERENCES  ABOUT  FAMILY 'BEHAVIOR.  .  •  . 

The  steep  Increase  In  cojlege  costs  coupled  with  the.  slow  and  uneven  . 

- —  /     "  .  -         .  -l  -  - 

f  -     *  -  -  " 

pace  of  economic  recovery  have  focused  attention  on  the  capacity  of  faraiHes.  J 
to  meet  educational  expenses.    By  enlarging  this  capacity/  financial  aid  offers  ; 
the  principle  shoct-run  tool  for  encouraging  parents  and  students  to  undertake  ^ 

J^JL^  ■  —  ^ 


the  out*of*pocket  Investment  in  posts econdary  education. 


Utilizing  the  ctfncept^  of  household  Investment  behavior  developed  In^         .  \^ 
Chapter  VII,  we  examine  below  the  effects  'of  student  aid  on  parental  spen^ng    .  • 

 jCo.iaeet  the  educat I o;ial  Expenses  of  ,st_udent  famny_members.    In  section  Ay  the  _ 

family  investment  variable^  and  the  attributes  deduced  to  Infjuence  family  spending 
befiavlor  are  measured.    A  bPIef  descriptive  view  of  the  patterns  of  parental  and 

"  Student  direct  Investments  Is  presented  In  section  B.    Section  €  contains  the 

resuJts  of  the  empirical  test5  of  the  hypotheses  developed  In  the  preceding  Chapter 

^  A.    Measurement  of  the  l?ariables  -  . 

4. 

The  analyses  provided  below  are  based  on  Information  collected  In  the 
1972  National  Longitudinal  Stud^ Base-Year  and  first  Fol low-Up  surveys^*  The 
construction  /of  each  variable  is  detailed  in  an  appendix  to  this  report.  ^ 


As  noted  earl  ier, 'a  ser'^es  of  computer  manipulations  were  used  to  adjust 
for  non-response  and  reporting  errors  in  the  financial  aid  dAta.    Only  casw  with 
,  the  "edited''  student  aid  data  or  non-missing  family  and  Institutional  data  ^ 
are  employed  In  the  analyses.- 

Parental  Contribution;  PCtg>    MLS  respondents  provided  an  estimate  of  parental 
^support  in  question  47  of  the  First  FoHow-l/p  survey.    The  repoVted  anwont  - 
was  Increased  by,  an  j^stimated  $80  per J.month  for  comnfutS^||^dents  who  did 
not  Include  In-kind  room  and  board  costs  in  their  accouhtlng  of  direct. ex- 
penditures.  •  - 


vm-2 


I 


1  •  ,!*  *  .  AvaUable  income;  AY^   'A  measure  of  the  financial  feapacity  of  parents 

-  .^  .^  to  spends  for  Tpostsecondar^  educcftton,  available  income  Is  "est! mated,  f breach 

*-  -  'V*  student*  Tl?e*C3lcu4ated  amount,  based  on  procedures  adopted  fay  the  College 
^"t/        *  Scholarship  ^rv Ice  (Col  lege*  Scholarship 'Service  (197J)),  Incorporajtes  such 


factors  as  famiJy^ncome,  asset^^famfly  size,  other  <|ependents,  and  number 


V, 


of  .children  in  college,.    All  but  a  Ineasure  of .  assets  are  availajble  fn^Jhe 


lILs^  the  calculations,  Impute  $1,000  df  assets  for  each  $r,000  In  ^Ily  income. 
A  reglon^l/clty,  size  cost  of  living  Index- (fnbm  Lurle  (1975})  Is  applied  to  , 
♦eacfl.  expected  contribution  to  accorlnt  for  cost  of 1  Ivlng^iiliiferepces  from' 
place  t'b^laceit^  ^  *  ,  ^ 


/ 


4  ~  - 


Student -Contribution:  ^Cj^*    Any  direct  expenses  not  met  with  grant  or 


scholarship  aid,  trans*ei*^  Income  benefits, .or  parental  contributions  must  be 
^     paid  out  of  student  resoiyces.  /The  studei^t  contribution,^  therefpr^^^.  Includes 
\    the  amount  drawn  <^n'savlngs  account^e  pltis  proceeds  frpm  a  Jterm^^time .jdb  or  ' 
student  loan.  \ The  latter  types       student  aid  ^re  incljjded/«  part  of  the 


Student  cqntVlwif  Ion  Vince  they  require  a  commitment  of  labor  or  repayment  \ 
In  return  "ror  the  aid. 

Parental  Ed.ucatfpn;  Hypothesized  to  reflect  parenfSl  tastes  for 

posts^condary  edticatton  and/nr  parental  knowledge  about  postsecondary  * 
training  alternatives,  parental  education  U  taken  to  be^ the  formal  edu- 
^atlon^l  attainment  In  years^^  the  male  parent  or  guardian  (as  ^recorded  J n 
,  the  First  Fol  low-Up  item  78).    Where  no*  Information  on  the  iraucational  * 
attainment  of 'the  male  parent  is  available,  the  years  pf,schoolin§  of  the. 


female  parent  cff  guardian  ^re  femployed. 


> 

*  ♦ 


Hed^ian  Community  Income:  "Yc.  Par 
6   1  ^  :   • 


440 


r  famttles  may  spend  ipore^br 


ERIC 


postSilcondary  edul^atl^lT  they  observe  ^others  In  the.coranunlty  making  these  * 

experfcHtufes.,   Further,  In  communities  where  a  large  share  of  the  college- 

§ge  group  continues  on  to  postsjiyrondary  education.  Information  about  post 

•  **•  •         ^  . 

*  --*>.'»»*  .  ^ 

high  school  tralning'might  be  ropre  readily  provided,.    Thes6  "demonstratliJn"  ^ 

anctv**^temal  Jnfonpatfon".  Influences  are  measured  here  by  the  median  family 

iticoine  In  the  commur^Ity*    We  Jnfer  from  available  data  that  college-going 

rates  are  Jifgher  and  college  prep  programs  In  high  schools  more  common  in. 

.  Coramunltlfes  with  relatively  greatex  family  Incomes^.^A  measure  of  the 

aedl^njainlly  Income  in  the  community  (V/estat  0972})  was -used  to. 

\  .  •  .    .  •  \..\ 

stratify  the  Base-Yeai*  sample  selection.    The  midpoint  of  each  tjf  ten 

Income  Intervals  1 1^  taken  to  be  an  approxhnate  point  estimate  of  the  median 

family  income  in  the  community.  ^  ,  \ 

All  other  variables  have  been  defined  earlier^  (in  Chapter- fv)* 

^  B.    The  Pattern  of  Parental  Contributes  ' 

»    As  suggested  In  the  preceding  cha^Sr,  several  family  and  instltutidhal  • 
attributes  can  Influence  the  level  of  support  provided  by  the  parents*    The  *  ^ 

.  -  ■'    J  •         .'.  ' 

family  at trfbyte^  Include  famlty  Income, ^rac I al /ethnic  Identity,  student 
academic  aptitude,  and 'student  sex.    Institution-specific  costs  of  attendance 
and  the  am9unt  of , composition  of  the  financfaj  aid  ijacka^  ca^  also  influence 

parental  contribution^^  .  .  •  -i 

■  '  '     -'  '  '.         ,  .  '  ■ 

1.    Dlffferences^  In  Parental  Support  Among  Itey  Student  SubpopCflations   .  ^  - 
r—    Thc^level  of  parent^  support  appfe^fS  to  iiave  differed  systematically 


.  acr<^$,^artltioned  student  groups.  *ln  particular,  Jow  income,  minority,  and*.'' 

*    '  u  •  '        ^  . 

»-     male  students  evidenced  a.  slight  If  smal  ler  nmouht  of  parental^  suppbrt 
than  did  their  peers.    Students* within  these  groups^rtwded  to  recelve^largetc; 
^mounts  of  financial  aid,  although  the  aid*  did  not*  appear  to^fiilly/sub-    '  '  ^ 


1^ 


stltiijte  for  parental  support.  '     '  .  '  -  - 

■  ^  ■  ;  "    ;  .  - .    '    '  '  ' 

the  average  amounts  of  parental  and  student  contributions  within  each  * 
income  quarttle  Is  shown  in  Table  Vlll-1.    Not  surprisingly,  the  Teyel  of^parental 
supi>ort  Increased  acr^ls  fami  ly  income  quartlles,  from_$566  to  $1,6^9-    This  , 
Increase  represeijteil  a  doubling  of  the  share  of  out*or-pocket  educajtl6h  ex- 
penses  borne  fay  the  parents.    However,  while  grant  an^^  transfer  support  tp  low 
income  students  averaged  almost  four  tiroes  the  aroountL,re{x)rteii  fay  high  income 
students,  the  main  effect  of  all  aid  to  low  income  sj^dents  ras  to  shift  the  ,  ^ 
faurden  of  educational  expenses  to  the^*tudeint.\  Here,  the  student  contrffaiitTon 
of  more,  than  $700  met  *»0  percent  of  educational  e^jpenses^    Full-time  freshmen 
from  high  income  families  par3  for  22^p^^?ent  pf  the  educational  expenses 
with  an  average  $5^0.  .  ;       ,         '  -  ^  \ 

As  evidenced.  In  TableVIIf-2,  the  sharer%F  educational  ejjpenses.  met  by 
parenta'l  contributions  was  comparaM^  across  student-' achlevement/pbi  1  ity 
groups.    Since  higher  abi.llty  students  enrolled  at  higher  cost  Institutions; 
the  difference  In  parenfal  contributions  between-,  low  an4  high  ability  ^ups 
($887  vs.  $1,473)  was  offset  by  the. difference  in  average  costs  of  attendance  , 
*($l7720  vs,  $2,71  liv   Even  though  the  absolute  level  of  student  support  was 
more  nearly  equal  across  ability  groups,  the  larger  amount  of  grant  and  trans-  , 
fer^aid  reported  6y  high  ability  students  ($45^  or  l8l  percent)  appears  to  be 
associated  with  a  lower  relative  student  contribution  (28  percent  V5.*35  pfl^* 
cent  for  low  ability  students),      '  '  '   .  r  ^ 

Th'£  patterns  of  sources  of^support  amoYig  racial/ethnlc-groups  are'^hown 
i'fr  Table  VLH-3.    The  average  $1,1^9  parental  contflbutipn  among,white  students  . 
was  nearly  twice .a's  great  as' the  level  o^  parental  sjjppprt  for  black -students. 
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Parental  and  Student  Contributions  for  Postsecondary  Education 

by  Family  jjicoittd  » 
(1972-73  NLS  entering  fuU -time  freshmen) 


Family  Income  Quart ilef/  - 


Ool lars 


^Share  of 


LOW  «  •    ■ .  . 

Gross  Cost 

Grant  and  Transfer 
Parents^  Contribution 
Student  Term-Time  Work 
Stud^t  Loan 
Student  Savings  ' 

LOWER  MIDDLE 

Gross  Cost 

Grant  and^ransfer 
Parents*  Contribution 
Student  Term-TIme  Work 
Student  Loan 
Student  Sav  i  ngs  * 

UPPER  MIDDLE 

Gross  Cost 
^    ,    Grant  and  Transfer 

Parents*  Contribution 
Student  Tenn-Time  .Work 
Student  Loan 
Student  Savings 


HIGH 


Gross  -Cojt  ■ 

Grant  and  Transfer 
Parents'  ContributioA • 
Student  Terra-Time  Work 
Student  Loan 
Student  Savings 


■  5^7 
566 
148 
,257 
326 


$1,911 
361 
777 
107 
236 
k30 


$1 ,97^ 
263 
988 

96^ 
201 


'  $2,396 
168 
.  1,689 
60 

-  93 
386 


t  (100%) 
(  30%) 

( 3m 


(100%) 
i 

(  6%) 

(  m) 

(  .22%) 


(1001) 
(  13%) 
(  50%) 
{  5%) 
i  10%) 
(  2U) 


(106|) 
<  7%) 
^-70%) 
-:(  ;2%)- 

(  I6t)' 


Income  quart lies  calculated  from  student-rfeported  income  interval  estim^t«s:  , 
Low  «  less-  than  ^7,500;    Lowec  Middle  »  $7,500  to  $10,500^    Upper  Middle  «  $10;|00  , 
to  $15^000;,  Higji  »  over  $15?000.*   Distributions  exclud^jstudents  for  whom  n6  income 
estimate  is  available  (approximately  18%)  •   -     ,  '  ^.  . 


TABLE  VI 11-2 


'       Parental  and  StudenJ:  Coatrlbutions  for  Postsecondary  Educatton 


 ^   qf- 

by  Student  Achievdnent/Ablllty  Scone  (SAT) 
(1972-73  NLS  entering  fuil-time  freshroen)^ 


Student  Achievement/Ability 
Sroup^ 


Dollars 


Share  of 
Cost 


LOW 


Gross  Cost 
Grants  and  Transfer 
Parents^  Coritribution 
Student  term-Tiioe  Work 
Student  Loan  I 
Student  Savings  I 

LOVER  HI DDJ^ 

'     Sross  Cost 

- ^S^ants  and  Transfer 
Parents'  Contribution 
Student  Tenn-Tiroe  Vfork 
Student  \Loan 
Student  Savings 


§1,720 
222 
887 
10? 
\kS 
'  357 


'$2,067 
275 

,  1,125 
80 
2ld 

_  37? 


(100%) 
(  13?) 
(  52%) 

,  (  m 

(  8%) 
(  21?) 


(100%) 

( \h%y 
{  m 

,  (  10^ 
(  1B%) 


UPPER  MIDDLE 
Gross  Cost 

-fifaots  and  Transfer 
Parents*  Contribution 
Student  Tena-TJoe  Work 
Student  Loart 
Student  S.avings 


HIGH 


Gross  Cost 

■  'Grants  and  Transfer 
Parents'  Contribution 
Student  Tesnr-Tims  Vfork 
Student 'Loan; 
Student  Savings 


$2,2^1 
318 
1,2if9 
Zk 
189 
40l 


(100?) 

(  56?) 

(  $?) 

(  8?) 

(  18?) 


$2,711 

,  (100?) 

kSk 

(•  18?) 

.1,^73* 

(  5^»?) 

80 

(  3?) 

205 

{  8?)- 

t 

•  (,  m)-' 

/ 

^Studentk  are  grc/uped  ac«^rdin§  to  SAT-equivalent  stores?    L<?w  «  less  than  800; 
Lower  Hiddie  «  800  to  5501    Uppei;  HiddVe  «  950  to  l,100j    fligh  «  over  UlOO,  Dis- 
tributions exclude  students^  f ran  whom  no  SAT-equival^f  score  Is  available  {approxi- 
mately 2%).    '  *   '  .  '      ,  '        *  ' 


-  '    .TABLE  VI  111*3  . 

Parental  and  Student  Contributions  for  Post secondary  Education 
by  Racial/Ethnic  Group 

HLS  entering  fuli-tloe  freshmen) 


Racial /Ethnic  Group 


a 


Dollars 


Share  of 
Cost^ 


,  WHITE  ,  - 

Gross  Cost 
Grant  and  Transfer 
Parents^  Contribution 
Student  Term-Time  Work 

^  Student  Loan 
*  -  ^.Student  Savings 

'  BUCK 

Gross  Cost 

Grant  and  Transfer 
Par^ts*  Contribution 
Student  Term-Tlnje  Wo/k 
Student  Loan  , 
Student  Savings   *  . 


.$2,078 

.87  \ 

■  171 
397 


$1,858 

665 
163 
'  270 
269 


(100?) 
(  13?) 
{  55?). 
{  I?) 

(  13^ 


(loot) 

( sm 
X  m) 


HfSPAHfC 

Gross  Cost 

Grant  and  Transfer 
Parents'  Contribution 
Student  Term-Tiroe  Work 
Student  Loan 

-  §tudent  Savings,  - 

OTHER       '  ' 


$1,531 

610 
,93 
192 
212 


(100?) 
(  28?) 
(  40?)-  ' 
(  6?) 
(  12?)  • 

(  m) 


Grass  CoVt 

Grant  and  Transfer. 

Barents'  Contribution  ' 

Student  .tenn-Tiiaa  Work' 

Student  Loan 
,  Student  Savings. 


$2,09? 
431 

i,mi 
m 

153 
356 


(100?) 
(21?) 

{ my 

(  7?) 
(  7?) 
(  17?) 


/ 


/ 


f^tudents  are  grouped  according  to  self-Identified  raciaj/elhni<f  categjsffy. 
Other  category  Includes  Asjeri can  Indian  and  Asian-Acj^lcian  students.  Distributions 
excjfide  students  for  whom  no  racial/ethnic  Identification  Is  aval  1  able  (appr<^xi- 
mately  2?).'         .  '  .  .  . 


iS3  '  ' 


er|c 


Bttty  af^wlth  low  Incooje  students,  the  greater  amounts  t>f.  financial  aid  to 

.        ..  ^  ^'>'/:-^^  -  ^ 

black  students  appwrs  to  be  associated  with  larger  student  contributions,  ' 

Black  students  covered  nearly  37  percent  of  educational  costs"  coo^red  to 

^  •    ,  ♦    -  '       ^  ^<==^-  -  , 

a  32.  perce;it  share  for  the  student  contributions  eroong  \rfi1tesl    For  the  other 

ialnor!ty  groups,  the  student  contributions  ©et  nearly  32  percent  of  costs,^ 

the  same  share  borne  by  v^^Ite  students*    The  increased  grant ^Id  to  these 

groups  of  students,  however^  apparently  just  offset  parental  support^f 

Differences  in  the  patterns  of  support  between  male  and  fcaale  fullr 
ti©e  freshoen  appeared  to  be  smallr-From  Tabie-^ni-4,  fellas  r^elved 
about  $lffl)  sjore^  on  Average,  from  tbefr  parents.    It  say  well  be  that  this 

increase!  parental  support  was  necessary  to  coojpensate  for  lower  levels  of 

/ 

savings  fr^Sa  a*sunoer  job.—  ^ 

m 

2.    Parental  ContTributions  an3  Student  Ald:  A  Descriptive  View 

tlfe  Qoeparlsons,  just  presented  camouflage  the  effect^  of  student  aid  on 

•  **  *  * 

parerrtal  spending  for  educational  expenses.    As  described  iit  Chapter  fV, 
tbe  recei'pt  of  j^id,  in  different  amounts  and  kinds/  varij*s  aco^rdtng  to 
sevecal  student/family  and  institution  attributes^    Therefore,  it  wiJI  be  . 

helpful  to  attefjjpt  to  describe  in  a  pimple  way  the  relationship , between 

*  *  * 

^parental  contributions  and  studen.t  ^ssisTtance.  ^  ^  i"  V* 

Student  financial  aid  can  affect  both  the  level  and  compoSI tioaof        •  ' 

family  spading  for  postsecondary  education.    An  the  flitst  instance*,        ,  ^ 

V 

student  aid  can  encourage  greater,  total  spending  (from  family  resourjces,.  , 
plus  student  aid/*    This  ^^price'*  effect  would  occur  because  stydent  aid 


^/Need  analysis  systems  typical iV  require  less  from  summer  savings  for  femal^ 
dependent  students.    Although  this  treatment  would  reduce  the  expect-ed  family 
contribution  fpr  females,  parents  sight  still  have  to  ©akc  up  the  dlfferertce 
If  adequate  amounts  of  financial  ^Xd'-^rt.  npt  forthcoming. 


'  -  ^TABLE  VI ' 

Parental  and  Student  Confrtbtittoni  for  Postsecondary  Education 
^     'i  *  by  Sex  of.  Student   ~    ^  ~  ~ 

'    :  ^^  ,  ^•(1972-73  HLS  entering  full-time  freshmen)  _ 

V  /     Stydent  Sex  '        —  .  ^      Dollars  Share  of 

^  "         ,   ,  Cost 


ERIC 


MALE        •        *              «r  ■  •         ,  •. 

Sross-Cost        -  '$2,061  (lOOt) 

-   Grant  and  Transfer  .301  (15^) 

^J'arents' 'Contribution  1,056  (  51?) 

Student  Terra-Tiiae  Work  ,9^  (  5?) 

-Student  Loan.                 .          ,  157  (7?!) 

Student  Savings         ['                -  453  (  22%) 

FEHAL€  .  '         »  . 

Gross  Cost                      .  $2,051  (100?) 

^  Grant  and  Transfer  13k  (  \kXi 

Parents'  Contribution  1,14?        '  (56?) 

Student  Terro-Tinje  Work  •  "       92  (4?) 

.  Student  Loan                           •   .  197  '  (  10?) 

/   Student  Savings  321  {  16?) 


455 


Vtll-IO 


slmultarieously' makes  the  Investment  tnore  attractive  {lower  net  prfce)  and 

eases  the  short-run  financing  difficulties  faced  fay  families.    Since  fixed  ^/ 

llmi*ts  are  imposed' on  the  amount, of  knowledge  that  can  fae  absorbed  In  a  given  ^ 

-'yeai%  ifis  Hkely  that  total  spending  will  not  increase  by  the  f^jll  amount 
of  the  student  afd.  Jhat.  is,  at  least  part  of  the  aid  will  release  private 
resources,  for  non-^ucation  uses.*"    This  "freed  income"  effect  Is  measjired 

.  by  the  reductidn  in  family^gendmg  (parental,  and/or  student)  below  what  ^ 


would  have  beefe  privately  cdat^^^ ted*  without  student  aid, 

Student  aid  can  affect  the  oistribution  of  ^e  burden  of  -direct  costs 
within  the, family  as  well.    By  definition,  proceeds  from  a  strident  loan  or  * 
tenn-time  job  represent  a  contribution  f rocj  student  resourcesv  since  the 
student  incurs  a  commitment  for  work  or  repayment  in  return,  for  the  aid. 

m,  f 

•The  use  of  these  sources  of  support  would  Indn^se  student  contributions 
relative  to  parental  support.'    That  TS,  there  may  be  a  secondary  "freed 
income"  effect  foi*"  the  parents,  depending  on  the  types  and  amounts  of 
financial  aid  received.  ' 

'  We  focus  hete  upon  the  "freed  Incpme"  effects  of  student  aid  for  the  / 
parents       the  extenfto  which  financial  aid  frees  parental  resources  for    _  \ 
nort-education  spending.  The  first  two  columns  in  Figure  VHl-l  illustrate. this 

^effect  for  the. average  aided  enterijig  fuU-jtime  freshman.    For  this  s,tudent, 
t|ie  parents  would  have  tontribute<^n^estimated  $1,239  toward  educational 
expenses,  if  no  financial  aid  was  forthcoming.    This*  Is  shown  as  the  vertical 

•distance  of  the  parents'  contributjo^f^sectioi^Jrfi thin  the  first  coii^#  How,^ 

T      -  '  ' 

compare  this  estimated  "no  aid"  level  of  parenta.l  support  to  ^e  actual 


level  of  .the  parents'  contribution,  I  iTustrate^lri*"  tbe  se^nd  column. 


/^ere  student  aid  substitutes  entirely  for  famtly  spending,  the  "pric4"  effect 
*"would  be  zero.^  See  Wagner  1:19773  for  a  discussion  and  sonje  estimates  of  the 
"price"  effect  of  grant  aid  on  direct  education  Investment  components.  * 


-      "     *    «  -*  -  -         \  '  ■'' 

%ie  average  aided  student  actually  received  $783,  or  about  $450  less  thaiv 

we  estjg^ted  the  parents  vifcld  have  contributed ^it^. the  absence  Af  aid.   ,  , 

'  .  ■  '  .  •  '  ' 

Indicated  1^  the  dashed  line,  the  $450  difference  provides  a  ineasure  of  the  ^ 

'"•freed,  income"  effect  of  financial  aid  f6r  the  average,  aided  student,—^ 

The  size  of  the  effect  differed,  however,  among  key  subpopulations  of  aided _ 

entering  fullVtiroe  freshmen.  ^        .  ^       .      -   -  ^ 

.     '  In  absolute  dollars,  the  receipt  of  student  aid  appears  to-  have  generatedT 

the  smallest  "freed  income"  effect  among  students  in  the  Jcwest  ^ncome  .  ^ 

quartile.    As  iJ  lust  rated  in  Figure  VII 1-1,  about  $200  of  parental  support  • 


_/Coeff icients  from  two  regressfon . equations,  f|t  fot  unaided  students,  were  %r 
employcjd  to  estimate  the  "price"  and  "freed  income^'  effects.    In  the  first 
equation^  to^\  outlays ^COA ;wer6  regressed  on  available  Income  (Afj^) 
,and  student  a^ievement/abi  li ty  (SATj^) .    The  parental  contribution  (PCjc]  ,^^5 
regressed  on  avsi lab le^  income  (AYj^) /  student  arhievemerft/abi  1 1  ty  tSATj^),  and 
total  outlays  cbA  in  the  second  equation.    The  estimated  equations  *  ' 

are  as  follows  ^standard  deviations  in  parentheses): 

COA  »..07^5  AYk^   +    l.lia^SAT}^  +  597.9 
(•0039)  (.0498)  *  ^  - 

«  ,17 


'  »  .0388  AYi.^  +    .OSSl'SAT^   +    .8085  COA  -  315- 

'      ,    ^  '  ^  ■         .  (.0295)  (.0076) 

2 

Using  the  mean  values  for  available  income  and  student  achlevement/abi li ty 
score  within  selected  groups  of  a^ixled^'students,  we  first  estimated  what 
similar  non-aided  families  would  have  spent  for  postsecondary  education.  ,The 
difference  between  this  amount  and  actual  outlays  is  a  measure  of  the  "pVlce" 
effect>      .       ^   -  ^  '  '      '         .  ' 


In  a  second  step^  we^sed^tffe  mean  values  of  available  income  and  student 
^^chieyement/abi  1  ity 'score_wUhTn  selected  groups  of  aided  students,  with  .the 
esfeJihated  outlays  obtained  in  the  first  step,  to  estfmate  the  level  of  parental 
support  provided  in  similar  non-aided  families.    The  difference  between  this 
amount  and  the  actual  level^of  parental  support  is  taken,  to  be  a  measure  of 
the  "fr^d  income"  effects  '  '  *  *  t 

The    approach  used  here  .is  similar  «o  the  one  gdopted  by  Hoaglaftd  [19773* 
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was^released  f^r  non**educat}on  spending  among  famlHes  with  aid  recipients 

in  the  lowest  income  quartile  compared  to  an  estimated  $600  "fceed  Income" 

*• 

effect  among  high  Incon^e  quartile  famlllest    Larger  amounts  of  grant  and 
"trangfer  aid  to  low  income  students  could  account  for  part  of*  the  ^difference 
in  the  "ffeed  Income"  effects  between  the  two  quart!  les»    Since  average  • 

:  y  \.    ,  '^--^         '  '  —  - 

term-time  earnings  and  loan  proceeds  were  nearly  equal  across  Income  groups, 

•        -   *'  *  .  -  -      -~  ^ 

a  similar  explanation  based  upon  variations  in  amounts  of  support  from  these 

,     >  ^  ";  ■  "  . 

>$ources  would  not  be  ds  valiS.  *  *  ' 

As  Figute  VI 11-2  shows,  the  low  afatlity  group  experienced  th^  smalleist 
estimated  "freed  income"  effect  as  parental  Support, dropped  $200  below  what 
parents^of  similar  non-aided  students  would  h^^e'^ovtded*    Among  higlier 
ability  groups  the  estimated  effect  measures  three  times  that  amount*  For 
tHese  latter  students,  the  larger  suras  of  grant  and  transfer  support  might 
be  replacing  what  the  parents  would  Otherwise  contribute  to  meet  educational  , 
expenses*  •     ^/  ^ 

The  estimated  effects  of  student  aid  among .jraclal/ethnlc  groups,  de- 
scribed in  Figure  VIII-3,  parallel  the  general  findings  across  Income' 
quartlles-    The  estimated  "freed  income"  effect  among  black  families  (who 
,tend  to  be  lower  income  families,  as  well)  measured  $13^ —  $6^  giarentaJ 
contribution  without  aid  compared  to  $570  actual  parental  support*  for 


all  fagit lies  with  aided  students,  financial         released  an  estimated 
%kSl  from  the  parental  contrli)utIon.  for  non-educatloji  expenditures. 
f         Final ly»  a  compaVlson  of  the  Impact  of  student  aid  between  aided  male 
and  female  entering  full-time  freshmen^  recorded  in  Figure  Vlli-^,  reveals 
a  somewha/t  larger  "freed  income"  effect  for  male  students*    As  shown,  parents 
of  aided  male  students  contribute  an  average  $773,  or  $519  less  than  esti- 

it 

mated  for  similar  parents  of  non-aided  males.    For  aided  femalesi ^the  re- 
leased  parental  support  measures  an-estimated  $390*. 


The  lapac 


Figure  .VI  -  .  * 

t  of  FloancUl  Aid  on  Parental  IPutlays* by  Student/Achlei^aent  Ability^  Croupsi 
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-  -- ^ .    .  '         •  •       *  , 

C,   P'arentat  Support  for  Education  Ixperfees:.  A  Multivariate  Analysis 

;.  The.  hypotheses. developed  tn  Chapter  VII  have  been 'submitted  to  eflJp[Irlcal 
testing,  and  the  results  are.  presented  below.   The  .general  sforro  of  the 
;pa.rent3l  contribution  function  develiyjed  there  5Mn  be  expressed  as:  •  •'  .  * 

(ij/PCk-fClA^^^^^  ; 
In  which/  V-       .        •      .     .  .        V  3 

•  '     '      ^  .  '  ~  .  -  -  ■■ '  ,  ■ 

PC^  »  parental- support  for  educational  ,  ej^enses  ,  ^ 
2Aj     »  total  'amount  of  financial  aid  received       -   .  .  ' 
■  «  y^»  faally  Iritorae  {<jr -cosparable  aea^re)  , 
•    --SA?!^ »  studenl^s  SAT  score  •    .  "    ■     '  ^ 

• }         "  :  ■  * '   .  '• 

Rj^  «■  student's  racial/ethnic  grc«p  (1  ^whtte)  ^  / 

Xj^ «  sex  of  student,  (|  ^*j!ale)      r  ~ 

£0^  »  parent's  educational  attalnnsent  (in  yearsT  .         :  ' 

fc^^m&il^n  fanlly  Incqroe Jn^stadent*sicocimmIty 
"cl*  a>l  other  Influences  and  randoef  disturtance 


.-I  -    -  -  -  — 


The  basle  OLS  StTmatcs"  of  equation        are  presented  hi  Section  I.  ^ 

'  •  ■     ■  <  *  -     '  '        r    ■       '  -  ■ 

.Ift»re,  *aggr^ate  aid  received  (SAjJj  is  esnployed  as  thd  sole  financial 

_         *  .  .•-     '  '         ,  "  . 

aid  Variable.'  The' discussion  cxaiilnes  the  differences  asiong  the  influences 

on  parental  support'  across  fanlly  Incooe  groups.    In  Section  2,  the 

resaits  of  .  re-estlraating   equation  (l)  separ^tely^ for -selected  Instl  tu- 

'tloital  sectors  are 'considered.  'Section  3  contain^  the, results  'of  an  attes^t 

to  separate  out  the  effects  of  different  ^types  of  student  sid^  •  '  . 

parental  support.   €5sentIaHy^  a  "predlcted'|  parerrtal-contf fbat)on  is  . 
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gei*ei^«d  f ro©  the^naroeter  estimates  In  equation  (1).    Devla^irfeaf-  fr<x& 

tht^  ''predicted"  ctontrfbutlon  ^re  then  regressed  on  the  Individual  atd 

Insures*  This  two-step_ procedure  controls.  In  part»  for  Interactloius 
'-^y         '  '    •   .    '  '     ^  '/ 

aaong  the  explanatory  v§i»lafaT«s  and  for  the  size  of.  the  ald^package. 

K  Oetenalnants  of  the  Parental  Contribution 

'  ^  •        .         '  f  .  . 

Table  VI 1 1-5  presents  the, results  of  ^the  OLS  estimates  of-tte  parental 

/     '  ^        '  *    •  -  ' 

'  c^trlbutlon  ftmctlon,  appll^i  separately  •  to*  Ic^r,  alddle^'  apd  high  Incoae  - 

groups,  ^  .  ^ 

Total  Aid.  Consistent  jwlth  the  descriptive  data  discussed  above^  fun 

 '         ■  ~:  ' 

froa.all  non-faafly  sources  substltut^^  In  part,  for  parental  support, 
effect  clearly  differed  across  Incoeae  groups-   Every  additional  $100  Increasi^ 


^  -tn  stwd6ntia?<i  reduced, .the  estlsiated  earental  conJxifeHilon.fl^ J?** 

*  #  / .  * 

par^ts  by  $15.  "J^g.liigh  iffcose  parents,  this  " I ncose  substitution" 
ef/ect  was  over  twice,  as  great.    Looked  at  another  way^  a  ten  percent 

Increase  in  total  aid  produced  a  J, percent  decrease  In  parental  support  froQ 

•  »  *  - 

high  !n#x^  farallies  opcip'ared  to  a  .3  percent  'decrease  In  lew  Income  ' 
f^Ilies.-^ It'seeois  reasonable  to  conclude  that  low  Inaxae  parents  tend  to 
provide  whatever  vras  necessary  to  finsnce  an  enrollment. 

-  ^   ^  _  ■  7  •  .        ,    .  i 

'.  Abe  estiiaates  are  <alcul^ted  at  the  mean  values  of  the  relevant  variables! 

^        •  •  J  ■  ■ 

■  .^QT  hlfh  income  feral lles^  . 

*    &PCj^  - -.W3  X  {.10  k  $326)  .  : 

.  .      'jX^for  low  Incotae  facD*lJes,«     -  •       '     '  . 

.  Mean  pafental  contrJbution  laeasured  $i;6B6  aaorig  highi  IncoGJ^^faiallles 
\^and  S569.a{aong  low  incoGie  faai lies.    See'Appehdlx  *  ■> 
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j    (Underlined  c^fftclents  are  significant  at  the  .05 "level}  standard  .errors  are  In  parcatbeses} 
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.    r   AvaMabie Js»<ne.  AJll  p^rejits  marginally  .^creasetPcontrtJbutlons' by"' 

arf  esttiaated  $57  to  $90  for  every  $1,000  Increase  Jn 'available"  Incocfe<.   T^e  % 
^elasticity  erf  parental  constr  I  buttons  with  respect  tojncime  Increased    '  '         '  >^  - 
*acro5s  Incwae  groups  fcto  ,3    to  ♦4'»  That  is,  a  10  percent  Tn^rovement-.ln  * 
Incoae  iwuld  produce  a  4  percen:t  Increase^in^paraital  support  for  the  high.  ^ 
.  incoBJe  studeftt  «3aipared  to  a  oncJ-tenth  of  one  pencMt  Jncrea^e- for  ^e  low   ^  ;  "  * 
•Ineome  student*-^*  Since  roany.of  the  'low  Tncooe  students.  In  the  JLS  sk^^  wwild  '  ^« , 

•  .  •"         '.  ■  ^  »  '  y,;-. .  ;        ;  - 

^-bave  been  expected  to  receive  no  support  froa  their  paVdits  (according  to  ZSSr 
^  n|^ analysis^  ©ethodology),-  . the  .t^  estimated'  elasticity  scmong-Aes^  families  , 
Is  quite  urtderstai4able*  That*' there  exIstedSiny-  elastfcTty  -In  the  icw  jncootf  ' 
ftraily,  budget  can  be  vlew^  as  evidence  of  a  vfllllngness  to  undertake  the  ^- 
.  posti^econdary  edutatitinaJM rives ti^t;  fft  spl|^  of  at  measured  lack  of  ablHty 

*-  -  -  • 

*  to  "floance  Its- 

SAT  Score.   Jn  equations*  (5.1)  t?  (5.4),  ^e  student's  academCc  aptitude 
'e>iiiblted  the* hypothesize!  posftlve  Ihflu^ce  on^parental  contributions. 
Overall,  a  180  point  Impcovcroent  in  SAT  scores  elicited  an  additional  $55  , 
In  parental* support.    For  the  higher  Incooe  student, 'the  scores  rfepresenj^ed 
^  ^-i-^mt^  i»fiifM/-4»  f-h^.  cttid»it:  oQSsessInn  an  SAT  score  lO^soeo^ent 


a  strong  Influence.    Here,  the  student  possessing  an  SAT  score  IQ^vpjy^ 
above  the  mearf  encouraged  &  ^  percent  Increase  In  'parental  support^''.,  the 
other  hand,  measured  ablHty^dld  not ^^snlf I cantly' Influence  parental/ cdntr I- 

butlons  aniong  low  Incorae  fanlll'es.    I  n^rt,  the  flatter,  resuH^ljhr  reflect 

.  ^     ' .      '  :  "  "    *     ..•'  --■ 

tte  decls.Ions  of  alt".  Ibw  Income  students^td  enroll  dlsproportlpnately  In" 

.   "       •      ^  ■       .  '■.  • 

'  low* cost  lifs^Itutlpn?.   Whether  due  to  lack  of  financial  ?Vd  or^  lack  of    ^    •  .. 


_/Tbe  et^tlcltles  are  estimated  at  the^an  values  of  the  relevant  variables. 
Available  In^jjae  averaged -$1,427  anxsng  low  inct)&)e  families  and  $a,if08  among 
high  Incoeae  faral lies.    See  Appendix  B.    •  .  ;  •  . 

-   .  -  ^  .  i  ,  '  "       ■     '  '  f  L» 

/file  estl,gate  Is  calculated  at  the  mean  value  of  the  relevant  variables.,  .  ^ 
J«5  Appendix  B.  "   \  r^.^.;  ^     \   f   .    ;    ■  '  .-^ 


» 


ERjc- 


^nformatfoD}  many  able j  low  income  studfents  continue  to' decide. against. the 
higher  cost  private  Institutions.    Among  the  more  affluent^  fijiancial  and 
Irifprmation  Ifmitatibns  would  not  be  binding.  .  — 


1  .  Racial/Ethntc  GroupJ  The  race  dummy  variable  in  equaf|0ii  (5*l),^suggja^sts 
that  i^Hior|ty„freshflipn  received  $l42Jroore^in  parental  support  than  ji id.  their* 
ma jorfi)?  peers.    A  S'imiiar  result  emerges  aro^ng  low  income  respondents  ^ 

(equation  t5^3)>  aj though  the  variablp  becomes  ^rnsignif fcant  over  higher 

.     *    /  '      '  •  ' 

Income  ranges;— 


.The  racial/ethnic  differences  nrf  parental  stipport  are  hypothesized  to 
reflect  underlying  differences  in  the  expected  returns  from  higher  education. 
There  Is  acci^utating  evfdence  that,  i'n  fact,  the  toohey  neturirs  to  minority 
college  graduates  have  improved  and  that 'these  imp^oVefiients,  are  percei^Cjed^ 

*by  this  group  of  students  and  ^heir  families.  '   ^  ^ 

\  • 

Highly  educated  minorities  have  nearly  Achieved  comparafiility.  In 


starting. salaries  with  their  majority  peers.    Af  lower  educaticfp levels, 
salary  levels  of  minorities  continue  to  Jdg  behind  the  earnings'  of  whites 
(^ee  Freeman  [19773).    This  would  suggest  that  the  incranent, to  incomfe  due 
to  advanced  training  is  now  larger  for  Blacks  and  other  rpinorlties  than  for 
whites/^  Furt^ier,  it  appears  that  minorities  are  perceiving  tliese  differences 
(Hajion,  Hoang,  and  Wagner  C1976D*    Hence,  minority  students  arfd  their  parents 
mi^ht  well  fipd  the  postsecondary_education  Investment  rela|jJvelyimore  ^ 
attractive  and  respond  to  these  imp^»H3ved  expectations  fay  i^reasing' their 
outlays,    -w-^  ^  .     *  •       ^  '   .  " 


_/The  very  small  share  of  ^ull-time  minority  freshmen  in  -the^^feop  three* 
income^ ^uartlles  is  one  possible  explanation  for  the  *latter  Result* 


-  -     -  -       -       ------  ,         ^  \         i  - 

:  .    / .  ■     -   -    ^      -    '  ■     •  *t 
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Student  Sex.    Frora  equation  (5*1),  female*  freshmen  received  art  estimated 
$l46  In  parental  support  mor-e  than  male  freshmen..  This -pstterji  obtains 
across^ all  Ifcome  groups,  although  the  j^surl^d  difference  was  greatest  among 
.  studqMts  frocahl^h  Income  failles  (equation •  [5. 4]).  ^  * 

The  results  pose  a  small  puzzle.    Parenjt?  might  be  hypothesized  to  con-_^ 
.  tribute  more  if  the  money  returns  are  greater.    But,  if  males  continue  to  earn 
more  than  females,  why  whoald  parents  provide  more  support  for  their  daughters? 
Among  others,  two  explanations  seem  most  convincing.—    First,  as  noted  earlier 
woroto  Srtudents  wei^  expected  to  provide  sroal ler  contrlbutlons  from  their 
sumner  earnings  than  males,  ♦^if  financial  aid  did  not  fully  cover  the  estimated 
shortfall, /the  parents  would  likely  make  Op  the  difference-.    Second,  these  * 
entering  full-^ime  femalje  freshman  might  have  been  perceiving  the  futur^ 
impact  of  affin*3tlve  action  oh  hiring  practices.    In^^he  HcHdfton,  et  al. 
^udy  cited  earlier,    women,  tended  to  anticipate  higher  earnings  than  the 
'  amounts  ae-tually  received  by  older  women  on  the/job.    In  either  case, 
greater  student  and  . parental  support  would  have  been  forthcbming.  '  ^ 

'  Parental  Education.    As  hypothesized,  parental- education  exhibited  a 
positlve.and'sign.if  leant,  fnf luence  on  parental  contributions*  for  post- 
secondary  education.    The  presumed  effect  iticreases  across'  income  groups," 
such  that  an  additional  year  of  education  was  as^ocF^ed  with  about  $13 
^  ;nore  pirental  support  in  W  income  households  compared  to  $^5  roore  support 
In  high  income  householsis.    This  pattern  probably  reflects 'the  greater 
capacity  of  high  income  families  to  spend  for  i>ostsecfandary  education  (the 
zero^  order  correlation  between  available  income  and  parental  education 


me  and  paren 


^  Jk  third,  that  freshme^f  women  tended  Ko  incur  Jarger'cosfs  and  require 
greater  parental  contributions,  ls>no€  consl^stent 'wi  th  the  small  differences 
In^jptal  costi  between  sexes  shown  in-T^e  VIII-^J  above.  ^ 
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A. 


iM^ureS  ♦as).'"  *     *  7  ^  * 

•     --^    '  J^fe  ^    -  •  • 

:  Hedian jCommunlty  Income*    Two  potential  influences  on  parental  contrl- 
butjiEms  were  hypothesizeti  to.be  measjjred  by  the  median  f^^'^^^oxx:^  In  the 
student's,  hpme  feoraraunlty.    Specifically,  In  cocnnunlties  with  relatively 
^hljhef  family  incomes,  hrgfjer  coHege-going  rattes' would  teve  liitroduced 

*_?«?^b^jgip         demonstration* effects  X"keeplng  up  with  the  Joneses"),  and  _ 
greater  levels  of  external,  non-household  tnfonnajtion  abc^t  pSsTtsecondary 
education  opportii&ltfes.    ^  '  *  '  '       '  ^ 

Overall,  the  median,  income  varlable^exhfblted  a  positive  and  slgnTflcant 
Influence  on  parental  sjiendln^,  as  h^^potheslzed.    Of  Interest,  only  among 
low  and  high  Income  famllfes  was  the  presuned  effect  statistically  slgnlfl- 
cant.    As  one.  possible  Interpretation,  the  observed  association  within  l&w- 
Income  households  might  Jiavj^  been  produced  by  the  availability  of  Informa- 
tion on^  postsdto'^jdary  education  opportunities.  Furjther,  parents  In  high  Income 
families  might  have  .spent  more,  other  things  ^ual,  to  emqlate  thef'r  nelgh- 
bors*  *ln  the  latter  instance,*  a^pr I vate  college  enrollment  would  be  a 
likely  outcome.  '   '  /    .  *        |'  .  ^ 

Z.'  D^fennlnants  of  the  Parental  Contribution  wlthl-n  Institutional- 
s  Sectors  )  .  .  -  .  * 

■  •■  .    •      -  V  -        ■  ' 

.    The  general  OLS  regression  reSares  estlroaterf  separately  fbr  selected- 
Institutional  sectors  are  shown  In  Table.VI  I         The  observed,  differences - 


/An  alternative  hypothesis — that  parental  Information' on  and  tastes 


I 


rJ    for  postseconijary  education  were  reflected.fayrthe  Ifcvel  of  as  well  as 

inartngal  changes  In  el^ucational  attainment  of  the  parents^^^was  also  examined, 
r  To  test^thlf  hypothesis,  the  attainment  variable  was  replaced  Hy  Its  _ 

.  /  .  *  •  squared  value  and  equation J5.1)  re-estlradted.  The,  "fit"  (measured  by  the  ^ 
C/^  '  a^usted-R^)  was  .not  4flipcoved,,  norrwas'-thc  significance  of  ^e  education  V 
term  or  any  qther  explanatory  varlahrle^'greatly  ch'anged.   These  results 


are  shown  In  Appendix  B.  473 


Table  Vm-6 


Parental-  Con.tr {buttons  for  Ppstgecofldary^Edbcatlon'  '     '      ■  ^ 

(Underllrred  ctJeffl dents. are  significant  at»the  .05  level;  standard  errors  are'  In  parentheses) 


.  'DEPENDEHT 
■  VARIABLE 


EXPLANATORY  VARIABLES 


4 


Total 
Aid' 


Aval lable 
Income 


EA 


l,k 


AY 


k- 


SAT 
Score 


SATl 


Racial/ 
Ethnic- 
Group 


Student  Parental  '  Cocflrounlty 
'  Sex   ,      Education  -tncocne 


Constant 


(6.1.)  PCjjfc  All  Students 

r2  o  /as 


-.27^9  .0769  .5508 
(.0096)     Tomy  •  ,  (.0288) 


 ry 

•li>2.6 
l25m 


l46.3  37.26  .0105 
(16.10)       (3J85)  (.0019) 


80.22 


to 

#"1 


(6  ..2)  PC|^,  Pubric  Four -Yea r.^^ 

R-^  .33 
,F   +  290.85 


-.^093.       .Off^g.'"-       .1277    '     -99.3^  -120.5 

T&iW  '  I70033T     TToW     .(33.9«)  (21.17) 


23.2i|  .0039 
"TO55)  (.0026) 


665-7 


•    (6.3)  PC|^,,  Pubflc  Two»Year 


r2 

F    =  't2-3.9'f 


-;1893  .0276  '\  Jii^ 
"TToTtlT     (.0027)  ('.0338) 


10?^^;  -  8.065  -1.497  -.0057  ,678.9 
(28.5^1)         08.08)       (3:967)-  COOj^j) 


•    (6,'»)'PC|^-,  Private  Foirr-Year 

^  '  ■  r2  -  .53  - 

.  F   +  359.28 

*    o  ,-.  474-      '  • 


-.5461     .  .1274 

(.02jii  -(TtJOTar 


y 


.  .5289 


•239.8 


•178.3  35.31  -.0211 


1^75)    A{7.768)  (.0046) 


821 .9  ' 
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^        lii  the  determinants  of  parental , support  smorig  institution  sectors  of       \  . 

course,  be  compared  to  other  data  presented  for  these  widely-used  ijistfitu-  \ 

V  .  '''\ 

'ttonal    categories.    Beyond  comparisons  of^general  Interest,  however,  the. 

/-  ^  *  ^  .  .  ^     ,  *  • 

partitioning  cuts  across  several  of  the  specified  explanatory  Variables 

*  "  *       "  f        '  "  ' 

exacjlned  above.    Students  at  private. four-year  institutions  tended  to 

•  \ 

corae  from  higher.  Income  failles,  ,to  receive  toore  financial  aW,  and  to 
requVi^e  tand  retelve  larger  amounts  of  parental  support.    Public  two-year 
,    .college  freshmen  were  towei*  abll Tty,  from  lower  Income  families,  and 
received  a  larger  share  of  support  from  theW  parents.  * 

-    Total  Afd.    Hot  su rp r Is liigl y ^^uden t  aid  exhrtbl ted  its  greatest"  ' 
effect  on  parental  suptport  among  private  four-  year  ^lege  students^    In  i 
absolute  terms,  $100  more  in  aid  reduced  the  level  of  parental  contributions 
for  the  .educational  expenses  of  these  students  by  an  estfmated  $55..  ^^mong 
parents  of  pub  1  ic*  two-yeiar^  col  lege  students,  the  same  Increase  In  aid  re-  ^ 
duced  support  by. about  $19-    Expressed  another  wa>  ,  a  one  pnercent  increase  - 
In  the  amount  of  aid  apparently  reduced  parental  contributions  by. .21,  .08, 

and  .36  percent  for  public  four-year,  public  two-year,  and  private  four- 

^   /  * 
year  college  students,  respectively.—   Apparently,  the  aid  encouraged  Spending 

most  i^  the  two-year  Insti tutipr^s  while  substituting  for  parental  support  most 

In  the  four^year  colleges.    In  no  sector,  however  does  the  reduction  ^n 

-  *  * 

parental  suppqrt  even  nearly  match  the  incremental  aid  award. 

Income.    Within  all  sectors,  parents  ffom  higher  Income  families  tended 
\       to  contribute  iiore  toward  educational  expenses.    The  available  income  para- 
meter  estimates  in  equations  (6/2)  £6.(6.^)  imply  that  parents  of  students 

*     .  J   ^     *       J     ^  t  r  '  ^ 

attending  private  four-year  institutions  increased  support,  the  most  for 

^  .  .  ■   *  .  '  ^.v 


^These  estimates  are  caltyjated  at  the  mean  values  of  the  relevant 
y^/lablesv    See  Appendix        '        '         .         *         ,  * 


vm-26 


incremental  changes    in  income.    Specifically,  private  f9ur-year  college  fresh- 
men froni  families  with  gvailable  incomes  ten  percent  greater  than  average' 
received        percent  larger  parentaT  contributions.    For  similar  public 
four-year  and  public  two-year  college  students,  parental  contributions  were  ^ 

-   •  •.' 

'  an  estimated  Z.k  and  "1.3  percent  greater."     No  doubt  the  lowe/  pubKIc  sectpr 

'  ■  '  •        ■     •    ^  :  ■  ^ 

cpsts  limjted  the  additional  amount  parents-  might  have  provided. 

/  SAT  Score..   Again,  withrn  all  sectors  parents  seem  to  have  resptjnded  • 

to  the 'Student ^s,  gap^city 'to  benefit  from  postsecondary  training  as 

*     .  •       •  •  *     *    ^  • 

X      measured  by  the  SAT  score'.  .  The  estimated  coefficfent  was  greatest  among 

families  with  students,  at  private  four-ypai^  institutions.    Here^  a 

•  ff 

•  * 

100  point  difference-  In  SAT'scorfes  broujght  aboyt  arf  estimated  $53' .changer  In 
♦*  ''•'"^^ 
,the^  level  of  parental  support.    In  the  public  sector,  a  sJmJ lar^sfcore  dif- 

ference  resulted  in  an  estimated  $13/to  $1^  change  In  parental  contributions^ 

These  differences  are  to  be  expected,  *and  seem  generally -corisistpnt 

with  observed,  enrol  Iment  b'ehay.lor:    More  able  .student^  tended  to  enroll  ^t 

better  four-year  Institutions  or  to  live  on  campus'.*  felther  pxercised  optlqp 

/increased  the  necessary  tota^  out-:of -pocket  expenditure  and  would  have  ^ 

'  requ^ired  mor'e  parental  support.         .     *      -    x  • 

%  Racial/Ethnic  Group,    Whi  le  general  ly  trf  agreement  wl.th^ the  finding 
J'  ,  •  '   .       *  .  ,  .        '  /  '  ^ 

that  mtnorLty  parents  contribute' more  toward  postsecondary  lexpenses  than 

Similarly  situated  majority  parent,  .the;  estimates  of  the -Influence  of 

racial/ethnic  background  across  institutional  .sectors  provided  two  further  . 


4 


tHe  calculations  is  Appendix  B. 
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results  worth  noting.    Fl^st, 'minority  freshmen  enrolled  at  private  fouf- 
year  Institutions  received  an  esthnateid  $2kQ  more  In  parental  support  than 
tfieir  majority  peers.    This  difference  is  quite  large,  and  suggests  that, 
vrfi^  opportunities  for  postsecondary^educatioK  investment  became  avai 
minority  parents  were*qui teVIllIng  to  as^si^e  a  large  share  of  the*cost. 


On  the  .other  hand,  no  significant  difference  in^parental  support  between 

minority  ^ntf  majority  freshmen  at  public  Jfcwo-year  institutions  was  evld^t* 

Both  thfe  relatively  low  income  of  all  {>ubllc  two*7ear  students  arid  the  low 

cost?  of  attendance  might  liave  influenced  this  *res\jlt.-/ 

.    Parental  Education^    Within* the  four-year  Institutional  sectors, 

parental  education  significantly  encouraged  parental  spending  for  post-^ 

secondary  education..  These  results  arfe  similar  to  those  reported  , 

above:    an  additional  year  of  attainment  was  assod-ated  with  an  estimated 

two  percent  gcaa^t^r  parental  contribution*    Parental  educational  attain-  ^ 

raent,  howeve^  exerted  rib  significant  effect  on  parental  contributions  for 

enter fng  full-time  freshmen  at  public  two-year  institutions.    Again,  t^he 

relatively  low  costs  of  attendairce  would  hav^' tended  to  inhibit 'greater 

^levels  of  support.—^ 


/The  adjustments  to  the  parental  contribution  data  (described  In  Chapter  ^1)* 
might  also  account  for  the  regression  results.^  Recall  that,  for  commuters, 
-an  "in-kind''  parental  contribution  was  imputed  for  those  not  reporting  - 
sufficient  room  and  board  costs,  or  parental /contrii^utions/  The  standard 
adjustment  would  not  be  sensitive  to  differences  in  expenditures  b^^ra'ce  or 
sex*     In  fact,  differences  in  parenjtal  support  by  Sex  were  significant  only 
at  four-year  institutions  (see  Table. VI 11-6) .  ,    *  ^ 

/It  might  also' be  argued  that  the  parentsp-«5f- students  at  public  two^ear 
.Tnstitutions  exhibit  lower  Uvels  of  educational*  attainment  and,  having  less 
experience  with  (or  perception  of)'  the  investment  returns,  would  not  increase 
^elr  support  i$ee  Wagner  Certainly,  among  some  poorly  educated  , 

groups  tHis  would  be  true*  Butpnote  that^oUr  earlier  estimates  of  the 
parentftl  education  effect  on -parental  support  for  low  income -studen ts  was 
significant  ^Table  VII  f-5).    J^urther,  differences  Jn  mean  educatianal  attain- 
ment among  sectors  was  quite  small  (less  tftan  one  year)* 


CooKnunlty  Inccxne.  *The  estimates  shown  In  equations -(6.2)  to  (6.4).  ' 
imply  that  students  from  htgher  Income  coniminl ties  received  greater  amounts 

... 

of  parental  support  only  If  they  attended  private  four-year  institutions. 
•ThU  result  sijggests  that  the  "demonstration"  pr  "Information^  effects 
work,  prlma'rily  t6y<a<^d  encouraging  enrollments  In  ±he  private  sector  ♦-J 

«  3-  ,^he  Effectsrof  different  Types  of  Financial  Aidl  on", 
Parental  ContHbutlons , 


The  results  just  presenteil  indicate  that  financial  aid  substitutes 

'  '  •  •  ^  •  •  *  ' 

for  parental  support.  '  In  this  section,  the  separate  eff-ects  -of -d1  f ferent 

*^  types  of  financial  aid  on  the  level  of  parental  suppprt  ^re  explored.    ^  z^- 

Thpre  Is  some  evidence  that  these  effects. differ*    HcHahon  -(IST^S)  found  that' 

parental  contributions  were^  reduced  tn  the  amounts  of^l7        pvery;.$100  , 

Increase  In  student  loans,  %\h  for-every .$100  Increase  In  grant  ^id, -^nd.  onjy 

$  JO  for  every  $100  increase  in  part-time  work  proceeds,    HoWever^^  he  qpn- 

*  ,    •  ♦  ■  ,         .  '  . 

fined  hts  study  sShple 'to  1972-73>  enrolled,  upper  classmen  at  public* 

Institutions  who  anticipated  continuing  on  to  obtain  an. advanced  degree. 

Other  enrol Iment  demand  studies  have  infer/ed  greater  price  rg^ponse 

^(enrollment  elasticities)  for  grant  and  scholarship  aid  relatjve  to  proceed^  \ 


j/The  significant,  negative  coefficient  estimate^ ^or  the  fcomrounity  income" 
terra  among  families  with  students  at  publ I c  two-year  institutions  Reserves 
some /^Iscusslon.    Since  entering  freslwren  at  the$e  Institutions  genferafiy 
•lived  at  home  and  6Yi-campus  housing  was  not  provided,  total  putlays""  (and  -the 
fiarentaT  contribution)  wbdld  have  been  limited  among  all  ^cmunlty  Income 
levels**'  In  support;  of ^  this  Interpretation,  the  community;,  I ncwne  measure  * 
exhibited  a  weak,  positive  asspciatlon  with  parental  support  (zero  order* 
correlation  coeffl^jlent  of  ,06)  •    Hence,  the  conmuhlty^  Income  term  might  , 
fae  statistically  reinforcing  the  estimated  Impact  of  available  Income  and  ' 
parental  education*    8oth  family  attributes  carry  a  much  stronger  associa-  ^ 
tionVtth  the  median  Income  measure  (partial  r  >  .26)»  ' 


^       - ,   ..       .      V    :  .  - 

i  '  .    '       -  -  *. 

.fr^  part-tfme  work  or^  student  .loans  .  {see  Carlson  |"197fl3)'.    Xhu&»  while, 
available  .evidence  suggests  that  different  types  of  aid  will  differently  *  ' 

affect  the  level  of  parental  supjj^rt,  estimates  have  not  been,  forthconfing. 

•   -A  two-step. estimation  procedure  has  been  employed  In  ai?  attempt  to 

separate  out  thejse  effects:    In  the  first  stei>,  the'actual  parental  contrlbu* - 

,tlon  was  regressed  gn  the  specified  s^tudent  ^d  family  de'terr^iinants  plus  the 

total  amount  of  financial  aid  received  (equation  [IJ'aboVe).    The  results  of 

this  step, were  presented/ln  Table  Vfll-5  above.    The  pa r^et^^^ti mates 

from  the  equation  {])  regressions  were  then  u^kd  to  generate  a  ''predicted"" 

fcparentiil  contribution.—    That,  is,  students  of  etjual  Income,  the  same  race 

^  '  -  '  ^  ;       «#_  '  _  „  _ 

an3  sex^  an^J  with  the  same  amount -of  financial  aid  were  '*pr^dicted'»  to  have 

^  receivea  the  same  levfel  of  pacentSl  support.    In  fact,  many  students  

received  n»re  (or  ]-ess)  than  this  "predicted"  aooUht;  the  devlatt^  from 
'•predicted,^'  then,  >/as  presumed  to  be  influenced,  in  pprt,  by  tKe  cdraposi-- 
tlop  of  the  financial  aid  package.  ^  . 


The  "predicted"  parental  contribution  should  be  distingu^Ished  from  "expected" 
parents'  contribution,  as  provided  fay^need  analysis.'  Host  Important,  the  fatter 
represents  ah  estimate  of  what  the  ^parerfts  should  contfribute.  Financial 
aid  administrators  commonly  distribute  funds  based  upon  this  measure,^  The 
"predicted"  contribution  represents 'an  estimate  of  what  parents  actually  con- 
tribute, after  receiving  aid*.    In  concept,  the  "predicted"  should  not,  be  V^ry 
different  from  the' "expected." '  In  fact,  given  the  normative  Judgments  implicit 
In  need' analysis  calculations,  the  inadequate  funding  of  demonstrated  need, 
and  other,  non-f Inahctal  influences  on  parental  spenci^g,^  the  two  measures 
rarely  converge.        ;         _    .      *  '        •  ' '  ^ 
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Specifically, 

» 

(2)  f  {A,, I,,  y) 

where 


^  - 1, 


•^^C.  «  'predicted*'  level  of  paVentQl  suppprt,  calculated  from  parameter. 
'        estif^ates  of  equation  (t).  '  ? 


PCj^  M  actual  parental  contribution 'toward  educational  expenses. 

,th 


the  amount  of  the  1**"  type  of  financial  a4d  offered  and  received, 
all  other  influences  not , measured  and  raiidofn'  dTsturbanc^. 


To  give,  some  intuitive  feel  for  the  interpretation  of  equation  (2),  recall 
that  PC.-  Included  an  estlfnate  of  tfie  impact  of  all^aid  on  the^level  of  parental 

'   support*    Overal 1 ,  ,thls  aid  partly  substituted  for  what  parents  would 
otherwise  have  provided  (see  Table  VIII-5).  'Different  types  of  a  id ^  however, 
do  not  necessarlTy  substitute  for  parental  support  to  the  same  extent  a^ 
all  aid  taken  together.'    Since,  by  definition,  .student  loans  and  term-time 

'  work  are  student  contributions  (student  self-Help),  these  tyfJes  of^ald  migHt 


have  been  expected  to  substitrute  for  parental  cootributions,to  a  greater  extent  than 
all  aid  taken  together.    Holding  PCj^  fixed,  greater  ^levels  bf  loans  or      ^     ^  • 


earnings  in  the  financial  aid  package  would  have  reducecf  PC]^,  or  increase 


ERIC 


4S1 
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,'    Different 'Types  gf  Aid.    In  Table'VIII-/,  the  results  of  equation  (2) 

V.-. 

with  the  different-types  of  aid  7-  gift  aid,  tem-tiroe  work,  student  'ioans, 
and  transfer  income  benefits  —  a^' regressors  are  presented. ♦  EstimaUs' are 
shown  for  all  students  €n4>  separately,  for  three  .incotne  groups^  Hote,.  f  i  rst;,  v 
tfiat;  th6  R  are  nearly  zero.  Huch  of  the  variation  in  actual  parental  con- 
"Ctribotions  ,has  already,  been  explained  (^C.).  Therefore,  the  poor  estimated 
"fit^*  is  tp  be  expected.  .         .  -  • 

'  .  students,'  only  term-time  work  earnings  and  transfer  In'doiae  .^^ 

benefits  significantly  differed  from  total  aid  in  the  extent'of  which  they^  <  . 

.substituted  for  parental  support,  '  For  both  types,  relatively  larger  armSunts  // 

'  *  *         '  \  '  '  ' 

r  ^in  the  aid  package  tended  to*  reduce' parental  CQntribtitions.    HoWing  the 

total  level  of  aid  fixed,  an  increase  of  $100  in  term-time  earnings'  (balanced 
by  a  reduction  in  grant  or  scholarship  .aid  and/or. student  Toans)^  reducfed  parental 

•  *  •  "  « 

support  by  an  estimated  $1i  under  the  contribution  received  by*. the  typi^caf 
•student.       similar  increase  in  transfer  income  benefits  reduced  parental     /•  ,  • 
support  by  about  $8.—         -      j  ,  • 

Across  income^  groups ,  two  interesting>esul  ts  emerged.  'First,  com- 
pared  to  the  typical  f/eshmen,  relatively  greater  amounts  of'grant  and  schoTar- 
;ship  aid  significantly  encouraged  parShtal  5ijppoft  among  low  income,  f^frti  1  ies. 
On  the  other  hand,  gift  aid  induced  'further  reductions  of  ^aref\ta\  Sijpport 
For  hTgh  income  students.    The  estimated  impacts,^  however,  were  not  .great. 
An  increase  of  $100  in  grant  or  scholarship  ^^id  (with,  say,  a  reductiorf  Inn 
transfer  income  benefits  by  the  same-amount)  increased  low  income  parental  con- 
tributions by  about  $^  and  decreased  high  income  parental  contributions  by  about  ?9. 

•  «  r  m  - 


^/Recall  'that  a  negative  es'timated  coeff}cie/|t  sugges^ts  that  actual  parental  yv  - 
contributions  (PCj^>  are  increased  relative  to- the/'predicted**  contribution  (PCj^) . 


•  vm-32  . 


Tablft  VII 


t  The  Eff cats 'of  Different  Types  of  Aid  on  Pare^jLfca}  Contrtbu/tions. 

^  .  '  for  Postsecondary  Education      ^         ,    /  •      ,  - 

,  (Underllndd^xoeff Iclents  are  significant  at  .05  level;  standarjj  errors,  are  .In  parentheses) 


DEPENPENT 
VARIABUE^* 


Grant-  and  ' 
Scholarstrip  • 


-EXPLAHATORY  VARIABtES. 


Tem-T'ime ' 
Work  AH 


Student-  Loan 
Aid 


Benefit  '  Constant 


Aid. 


(7-1)'      -  PC|^^  , 

All  Students 


-.0155-- 
(.0132)'.. 


.1112 
(,029.8) 


-,03a7  .0854;.-      -A.  059 

(.0177^    '    -  C.Q331)-  ■  .. 


V  «  .00 
F.!  -  6.09 


(7.2)-  PC^  -  PCj^.  .-.0363 
Low  Inwnfe '  "ToTiTT 


-.0373 
(.0381) 


.0221 
(.0243) 


-..0657"  -1315. 
(.0355). 


F 


.00 
Z.67 


(7.3)  PCj^  -  ^.Z^^  .0026 
.    Middle  Income  '(-0176) 


.1112 
U0376) 


-.0426' 
(.0241) 


.2381 
170555) 


-34.85 


r2  »  .01 
F  «-7.83 


High  Incoqie 


..0937 
(.0479)  - 


.2952 
(.1117; 


-.1479 


-'.1501 
(.0983) 


80.46 


R^  »  .00 
F   -  4.42 


t 
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^he  dependent  variable  measures  the  difference  jietween  .'^predicted**  and  actual 
levels  of  parental  support*    The  "predicted"  level  fs  calcuTaied^by  applying  the 
parameter  estimates  shown  la  Tab4e  V!Il?-5  to^  Individual  values  of  each  explanatory 
variable/  See  text.  .  -      r  ^  .  ' 
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'Second,  ^mong  iniddle  and. high  Income  families,  term-time  earnings  reduced. 

pareniaj  BupptortiwKi  le' student 'Ipprf  proceeds  increased  parent,al  support  beyond 

'  '         \  :     ,    -        ^  --^  '  .  .  -  S 

vrfiat  the  typical  parent  in  these  l,ncome  groups  would  have  provided.    This  result 

^  •  —  ,  • 

suggests  that^^Vep lacing  $100  of  vKfrk  aid' with. .$lO(>>taf  loan  aid'wouRhave  fe- 
duced  the  ^ubstltufi^n  foe  parental  support  By  $15  fn  middle  income  families' 
and  by  %kk  in  higher  income  *^a^J  ies.  /.  So,  although  teho-time  work  may  he  ^ 
preferred  to  student  l^oans  on  other  ground^,  the  greater  reduction  in  parental 
support  induced  by  studeftt  €;arnings  arjues  '\n  fa^6r  of  loan  aid.  .  ' 

^Oifferegt  Types  of  federal  AidV  ^qu^t{on'<i)  was  fe-estrmated  with  . 
Federal  grants.  Federal  College  Wonk-Study    earnings,  Federal  loant^  an^d 
federal  transfer  income  benefits  as  the  regressors.    The  results  are  showq 
in  Table  VIII-8.    Again,  the  estimated  •'''fi  t"  4s  quite  poor..    As  before,  • 
much'of  the-variation  fn  parental  contributions  has  been  explained  by  the 

equation  (l)  estimates^  ^T^.  is  reYlecterd  In  PCj^.  ^  *  \ 

k        /  ^  ' 

Overall,  Federal  loan  proceeds  and  Federal  tf^ansfer  income,  di ffferently 

affected^  the  level  of  parental -support,*. although  the  ijiagnitudes  were  oot 

very  great-    A  shift  of  $100  from  gift  aid^r  work-study  to  loans  increased  - 

parental  support  by  about  $5-    On  the*other  hand,  a  shift  of  the  same  magnitude 

tp  Federal  benefits  ^educed  parental  stipport  by  an  estimated  SB.         *  . 

-1  -1. 


4 

\ 


_/This  follows  from  the  esCTmated  coefficients  shown  in*Table  VI 11-7/ 
Holding  the  total  amount  of  aid    f  ixed,  Jthe  e'ffects  of  a  "^100  decrease 
in  term-time^prk  aid  accompanied  b>i  a  $  1 00 .  i^cf easje.  In'  loan  process 
can  6e  illystrated  as  follows  (middle  Income  families^  equation**^.  3) ) : 

A  ,  '  • 

J<^^k  '  ^^u)  ^  '^^^^  ^  (-$100),^    -       .0^f26  x,(^$100)  ^ 


-  -$11.3-6, 


As^  described  above,  this  re^y  It  ••suggests  that  the  difference  predicted 
and*  actual  parental  <;ohtr  1  butions  would  be  narrowed.    Said  anotherr  way, 
the  altered  financial  Bid  package  would  encouracie  less  substi.tution  for' 
par^ental  support.    *  '  /.     '-r- -  '     v  '  •         •   - .  ' 


♦  ' In  contrast  wi'tti  the  estimates  ig  Table*^V!  M-7,  College* .Work-Study  6?rnings  / 
did  not  significantly  ^tte^  -the  level  of  parental  support  beyond  what  the  typica4 
parent  within  these  gfoups  would  have  provided.    As  noted  above,  earnings  from 
alTs^urpes  displaced  p^renta^U -support,  for  educational  "expenses.    Since, College 


1 


Vtork-Study' jobs  tended  to' be' al located  on  the  basis  of  demonstrated,  need,  the 
results  here  imply  that^contr ibut^on%.f rom'parents  of  needy  students  were  not  reduced 
further'with  relatively  greater  amounts  of  e3*rnings  in  ^he  aid  package.    The  sub'- 

,  -r  *  .       ^  *  '      -  '* 

stitution  of  stu^jen<' earnings  for  parental  support  apparently  took  place  among  ,  , 
;less,7ie^y  freshmen  frocn  higher  Income  ,f ami  1  i^s.      '       •  ,  .  - 

For  all 'but.  low  fncome. students.  Federal  loans  subsYituced  for  parental  support 

in  smaller  amounts  than  did  all  aid  taken  together.    From  equations  (8.3)  and, 

•*  '     ^        *  '       .  /  •  ,    -  ^'  ^'  ^  .  '  * 

a  $100  larger  -loan  (balanced  by  a  "SIOO  reductign  in  earnings)  increased  the  esti- 

mated  parentaj  conjtributioh  by  $8  to  $57.    These^resul ts  ai?e  nearly  the  sam^.as 

those  reported  abov?-  the  total,  loans..^^'  .  * 

0.      Conclusions''  •        ,         •  *  . 

Several  interesting  and  useful  results  have  emerged  from  the  examination  of ^ 

the  effects  of  stuxJept  aid  on'parental  support  for  educational  expenses.  » 

';     •  .  ♦  '  ' 

First,  aKhough  pafents^'in  iow  ,income  and  minority  families  provided  a 
smaller  sha*re.of  total  education  costs,  student  aid  substituted  the  -least  for 
parental  contributions  from  'these  disadvantaged  hous.eholds. 

SecORd*,  parents  of  minority  or  female  freshmen  tended  to  contr:ibute  more 
>tow^rd  educational  expenses  than  did  parents  of  majority  pr  fi^le  freshmen    *  ^ 
othfer  things  equal.    These  results  are  consistent  with  evidence  of  improving 
empioy/nent  p^ospects  for  minor! ty'.and  female  tfoltege  graduates;  parents  may        ~  * 

______    '  >  ■  •      .  .    .  r 

/Among  1972-73  ente'rinig  fiill-time  freshmen,  almost  90%  of  jthe  loan  volume,  v/as 
generated  through  Federal,  progfams  primarily  the  Guaranteed  Loan  Program  and 
the  NationaT Direct  StirBeot  Loax»  Program.      *  '    .  ' 


"     :      '     -     '  •  •i    Table  VMI-8 

-  ♦    •  ^^ .  •- 

The  Effects  of  Different  Types  of  yederal- Aid- on  Parental  Contrtbutldns  • 
...  v'  --'  .  for  Postseconda,ry  .gducatlon 

^.  •  ■(Undenlfnfed  coeffiirents  are  signif  fcai>t 'at' the J.05'  level;  standard  ^n-ors.ar^  In  parentheses) 


.  DEPENOEHT 


) 


VARIABLE^ 


\  EXPLANATORY^-VA^ffABLE^ 


Federal 


  FederaT  ,  '  Federal 

Grant  and  '    Colleqel  Studeriy  Loan     , Benefit  Cgjjstant'/-* 

SdtoUrshlp '  Work-Study.  Md    '*     *     Al^  ^ 

Aid  >\rd.     .  :  T\ 


'•(S'.i)  ftu..'  ?Ct,>^     .0359  ^       -To2ii  -V 

■    ,    ■  All  Students     >(.0237)    -     '  (.0472) 


R  ='.00 
'  8.78. 


(8.2)  PC,^  -  PC,^ ,    -  ,0361. 
Low  Income  (.133^1) 


r2  =  .01 
-•.F    -  1.26 


'-.0178 
U0435) 


,0825    -  '     4.37^  -  " 

TI0331J  •    ^  .■   •  V..; 


♦     .0192-  -.6576  .'¥13^3. 

1.0279)      .'(.0355)         -  ' 


A: 

*  r  . 


(8. 


J^^^Cj,  -  PC 
.  mme.  li 


k'  .0^92 
Inogme    X. 0^196) 


.01 
7.79 


.0^15 
T.t)568r 


.(8.4)    PCk.-  PCk.  '      .2943  - 
High  Income  (.0961) 


.2^93 
•.(.2299) 


.  -i9'85 


rJTO*'.  .1444  -63.^^5 
(.b745)         (;09'83).   .    .  « 


R"^  -  .eg 

F  ■»  4.46 
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^The  dependent  Variable  raeas6res  the  d  1  fference' between  "pre'dlcted"  and  actuitl    •  ^ 
levels  of"  parental  support.   The  "predicted"  Uvel  ts  ^^Icul^^ed  b^^  applying' the  ^ 
parameter  estimates,  shown  in  TabU  VlllrS  to  iyWdua^  values  ??f  each  explanatolry  ^' 


variable*    See  text. 
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well  be  responding' to  tJ^is^  Ampro'^ed  expectations/        ,^   .  ^ 

•  Tfilpd,  oontrolUng  for. -tt»  amount  of  financial  aid  received,  family  fncome^ 
and, other' student/f ami  ly  attributes,  parents  of'Thorfe  talehted  high  school 

graduates  Contributed. mor^  toward. educational .expenses,  '.this  was  true. even  ^ 

.    ^     '       '  y   -  '  •     '  '        .  • 

among  fami  I  les' with  no  expected  contJtibutfon  (i*,e. lowest  income  quarti^e)* 

.  ^    Fourth,  parental  educational  attainment,  presumed*  to  tontrijbute  to  house^ 

hold  tastes  for. and  knowledge  abou£  options  in  po^tsecoodary  educi^tlon*,  ,  /** 

signlf icarftly  Influenced  the  level  of  parental  contributions.    An  additional  * 

ye^r  of-^ducation  w^s  associated  wixh  about  $38  more  oa rental  support.  Further, 

a  proxy  measure  for^  the  avai  labi  J  i):y  Qf  information  On;  post-hi-gh  school  traln- 

ing  opportunities  (median  family  income  fn  the  community)* tended  to  increase' 

.      /  *    %  .  .  ^  w 

parental  spending  among  low  income  families  — *  bouBehqlds  in'wh-ich  parental 
Icnowl edge  about  the  opportunities  wpul<:(,  be  limited^  '  •  ,  . 

Fifth,  parents  of  freshmen  attending  private  fourryear  colleges  pi^ovi^ded 
tbe  lar-ge'st  increas^  in  contributions  m  response  to  slmi\ar  increases. in 
famll/  inc9me  and  SXt  scorSs.    Of  particular  Interest,  parents' of  private 
four-year  colle'ge  minority  freshman  contribu-ted  $2^0  more  than  similarly  ^- 
situated  parents  of  majof4ty'  freshmen.  .  '  v- 

Final  1y,.  whi  le  all  financial  aid  taken  together  substituted 'partly  f^r^ 
parental  Support^  the  exteJ??       the  substitution  cJiffered  acros^^Jncomp 
groups capd  among  types  of^aid.    Overall,  a  $100  increase  in  aid  reduced  ^ 
parental  support  by  an  estimated  $2/.    For  low  Income- families,  only"*  $19  of' 
parental  support  was  replaced^by  the  $100  increnient  In  aid,     In  contrast, 
$^00  of 'added  financial  aid  to  freshmen  from  h^tgh  Income  families  reduced 

-    ^'       ^ '    •   f  /      <!!l>   •  '  ' 

parental  support  by  $45*    SHfd^.arly^.  dirf^ences  in  the  composition  of  the 
aid- package  di^fferently  affected  the  Ipvel  of 'parental  support.    •In  particular, 
compcired  to  their  peers,  larger  amounts  of  ^rant  and  scholarship  aid  encouraged 


»       •         '    *  - 


*  parental*  support  only  from  low  Ifjcome  famil.les-.    Within  higher  Income  groups, 
./  student  lo^n  aid  substituted  less,Jand  term-tlmfe  earn ings.^ubsti tilted  more,  for 


.  '.r   *    the  parental  "con(tri.but  ion  than  *djd  all  aid  taken  ..together.    However,  College  Work- 
Study  eaVaings  tended  to  jjubsti  tute  for  parental  suppof't  in  about^  the  same  measure 

'  \> 

r     ,    >  as  total  aid*    Hetice,  consideration^  of  the  reduction  in  ^ai*ental  contributions 
, ^'brought  abotitf  fay  earnings  probably  would 'not  |pply  to  aid  packages  for  ^needy  . 


students.  *    -  /  ><  * 

.    "       -/••..■  ■; 
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Appendix  VII l-A 


Farofly  Expenditures  for  Postieiondary  Education 
by  jStudent/jFamlfy  Attlributes 


and  Institution  Type 


0 


ana  Control 


r 
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TABLE  A-1 


Total  Education  Expenditures  bV'Family  Inctome  (luarti  1e 

and  liistitutlon  Type  and  Control  *  ^ 


.  1 


FAMILY  INCOME 


M£AH 
COUNT- 
STD  DSV 


I^ST  TYPE 
PUBLIC  k^EAR 

PUBi.!C*2-YEAR 

PRIVATE  if- YEAR  f 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 

PROFIT-MAKING 

YOCATfONAL 

OTHER  '  ' 


UNDER 

$  7,500- 


$  7,500  - 
$10,500 


$10,500  - 
$15^000  i 


?j:      V'CCLWN  TOTAL 

'3:- 1.  -  -  •  ■ 


.226> 
119£,72 


'over 

$15,000 


I         1  .1 

^2  I 

-  :    3  I 

I    1^93, as  I 

I     .712,53   I ■ 
I     1533,^2  J  ■ 

T         ■     ft  6  I 

I  t«65,i2  r 

1952,83  I 
•  1379  I 

1354^,55  I 
679  \ 

57S,25  I' 

1992.18-1 
^72S,l5  I 

1364.50  I 
933^  I 
632. f 7  I 

,2122',  S6  j 

'  -373.22^ 

*  1360,29 

729 
'  387, 3 6*, 

1     315^,74   I  - 
I    -.     <55a  'J 
I     i07§,30  I 

'3*^33,1.5  I 
510  I 
4283,40  I 

■   3229.69  I 
,      714  I 
1057.92  I 

,3910.63, 
v  ^073 
1363,71,' 

I     244-iS,97  L 
I      '   "39-  \ 
I      81?-, i9  I 

21S5,iS  I 
4^  I' 
ia57,72  I 

2431.62  I 
784'. 42  I 

,2336,37 

US  , 
■  ,1-855,22/, 

I     2258, '>51  .1 
I     '•      149  \ 
I      .9lf,i2  y 

2251, "62  I 

iss^'l 

•914,61- 1 

2011.92  J 

196  1 
1066.4^7  1 

2598,35- 

105 
1299,91  , 

I     1^74,14  I 
r      '  159-1 

I    iizftze  I 

1427,91  'I 
93-9,34  I 

.1.482.69,1 
796.42  I 

1642,69 
[  63 
844,35 

I  1315. ?s  ^ 

1733,23  A 
6.9  I 
S73,41  I 

2030.41  1 
40  1 
.117.4,57.] 

[  2'927,16 
I  .  -  '39 
[-    3175,47  . 

|063*67 

■=5  3523 
-1244..  78 


.  •  2499.12 
,  3983 
■  1452,96 


RQH  ' 
TOTAL 


2009,35 
5424 
8l"a,23 

1421,18 
*  305a 
942,49 

3452  ,.33 
2651 
,1304,91 

2571,30 

>  24a 

•  1419,74 

-  213^,77 

1059,31 

i522t96 
r  441 

.  9#3,3^ 

2156,50 

177'. 
;  1797,53 

•  2169,92 
12600 
1242,27 


TABJLE  A-2 


Parental  Contributjcn  for  Education  Expenses  by  Family  Income  Quartlle 
;  and  InstTtiitlon  Type  and  Control  '  ^ 


FArtlLY  -INCOME 


'COUNT 
STO  05V 


ENST  TYPE.  •» 
PUBLIC  4-YEAfr" 

PUfiltC  2^YEAR 

* 

PRIVATE  i|-Y^R 


PJIIVATE  2-YEAR' 


PROFIT-MAKING 


VOCATIONAL  / 


OTHER 


'    CCUWN  TOTAL 


UNDER' 
%  7,500 


528,96 

57J,.90 
_  71-3 


566,78 


'546,36 
39 

765,45 

149 
69V, 16 


623, f9  , 
159  . 
540,77 


68*, 25 
S4^,20 


$^^,500  -  .    $10,500  -  OVER 
$10,500'         $15*000    '  .  $15,000 


^  I 


'  765,69 

1932 
^607,53 


♦652,82 

67$ 
424^42 


953,52 
'  510 
863, '03 


56?,55 

2265 
54^,35 


972,^4 

42  1 
830,72? 

694,85 
158^ 
517,55 


739^23 

92 
655^43, 


837,91 
69 

'  531,51 


774,66 
2632  • 
634,22 


 r  1- 

96*6  35  I 
i46r  *I 
70a. 4.2  I 

 r  I. 


i454t^4 


i86 
9^3,9.0 


772,24  I 

^30  I 
>i60»36  t 


360, 4^3 
-  729 
463, 3'9 


1349.10  I 
J14  I 
1214,04  I 
 — I- 


2711, 8<2 
.'.  127B 
1595,25 


t3<a.8S  I 
58  r 
895.98  I 


.20t9.54 
.■|110' 
1620.16 


987.1-2.1 
<     196  J 
1055^12  I 
 —I 

.:'732.89  I 

126 
716.65  u 

I 


1517,41 
.    .105  , 
1355, 4^ 


1182.24  .1 
40  I 
U7l.'62  I 


939.t0i 

3523 
790,14 


■I' 




964,77 

!  63 
12S0.63 


•953.56 
39- 

1189,81 


1690.50 

>3983 
1317'.  17 


'1010,94. 
5427 
827i94^. 

'720,37. 

3051. 
45r,2^ 

1719, -73 

2651  / 
1485,10 

*1460,56* 

243.- 
1457,40  ^ 

915^75 

60S  * 
970,.03  ^. 

733,95 
441 
•.7.47,6S 

.  916,12 
177- 
883,66  ' 

1083,10 

12603 
1027,17 


J 


492 


i 


TABLE  A-3 


4« 


>Student  Contrfbutlon  for  Education  Expenses  by  Faroily  Income  Quart  Me 
'   ^    f        *   and  institution  Type  and  Control 


<lhST  TYPE 
*PU8LIC'4-YEAR 


PU6UC  2- YEAR 


KRIVATE.  4-YEAR 


PRIVATE  2-^CEAR 


.PROFtT-HAKlKG 


VOCATtOHAL* 


FAHILY  INCOME 


MEAN 
STO-  DEV 


\ 


5 


OTHER 


UNDER  * 


*    $"  7,500  -      $10,500  - 
$    "7,560     "^^10,500         $15,000  ' 


,  OVER 
$15,000 


0 

ERIC 


1  I 

'  .4 

725,42  I 
1^25  1 
741,19  I 

'  .735,85-1 
,     1Z79  I 
•    641, 7e2  I 

696.62  I 
1463  I 

510 r 51  • 

1363 
..  63a -,31 

■   481,44  t- 

'    4^57,00  I 
679  I 
535,27,1 

.   43^.33  I 
^32  .1 
.557*63  I 

315.39 

729 
567,91 

1.12?,  51  f 
1247,35  I 

1138,75  I 
526  I 
1196, |5  I 

1154.38  I 
*  '714'  I 
.  977^69 

699,72 

13% 
933,29 

132^,59  I 
955,54  I 

961.,  S5  I 
]©■  42  I 
1275,75  I 

.     -644,52  I 
53 

563.13  I 

649,57 

113 
796.24, 

94^,46  I. 
149  I 

1239,32  I 
'153  I 

997,45  I 

-  196.  I 

if  953.99  T 

338.66 

125 
973,99 

67?. ?1  I 
159  1 
■lZ(^/,«9  I 

.    .427,77*  I 
,92  I 
555,35  I 

655,65  I 
•   .    126  i 
729i'32M 

463, "/S 

'63 
735.73 

94^,40  I 

"2?  I 
77-5 ,5:5  I 

.   529,76  I 
69  I 
.  535,26  I 

•  536.36 
43  1 
651.73  I 

712. 71L 

39 
841.79 

732.31 

2^65 
'  341,73 

^  771,09 
2625 
342-,  25;. 

•  723. 3.9 

3523 
•809. «7" 

539,69 

3983 
7^3 ,16 

1  )• 
w 

* 

« 

m 

♦ 

'  493 

^  0 

* 

ROM 
TOTAL 


646,25 
5^24 
.  693»39 

4?.lt76 

3251 
594,73 

972,53 
264> 
1053,23 

806,'54 

2'43 
907,26 

1032f23 

603 
.'951,92 

'  537  1 32' 
.44'<  , 

34\,  73 

631,45 
'  177ii 
.  69.3,73 

^677,46 
12596 
313,76 


^  ■  TABLE  A'h  • 

Tatal  Education-£xpet?di tares  By.Achtevement/Abil  ity  Gcyup 
aft(f Mnstitutron  Ty^e'and  Cootrol 


.    SAT  SCORE. 


-  MEAN 
COUNT 
STO  CEV 


IhST  TYPE 
?t|BLIC  4-yEAR 


l*UBLIC  2-YEAR 

-v.    ■'  ■ 

PRIVATE  ilrYEAR 


PRIVATE  2-YEA^l 


PROriT-HAKrKG  . 


VOCATIONAL  ' 


OTHER 


r 


CCLUKN  TOTAL 


%  _ 

under' 

800 


8Qa 
950  , 


.  950"- 
T,IOQ 


1*21,29 
•  2*76 
1041,74 


'  2971,35 
•  -  256 

i22e,34 


2491,26 

157 
1578,38 


2i5£,46 
366 
,  122'*, 89 


,1^92, J5 
■9l5,ii 


.  2137  ,77. 
222|,22 


2  I 


1S53,S6 

6553 
1166,32 


fit  •* 

191.4,88 
1393 
664,52 


1*47; 63 
'643 
556  ,  914 


-Ni297,5S 
'  1357,  V9 


2361,93 

87'^- 
113*',  72 


^ 206?. 1* 
I  /  '1722 
I'  r.  868.98 

•  I  

I  ^13^.79 

I  4i5- 
'I  5X9,7B 

-I-  

I  34e4..l7 

l-  789 
I  *lia9^.57 
•I- 


I' 


2285.13 

=   ■  45 


;212'Z,38 

111 

9213,  ai 


I-  1264.29 


r  1839.81 

I  '  29 

I  5*3.37 

I 


1554,65. 
71 
656c^75 


2038_„06 

52 
1015,05 


I  1513,2* 

I  AZ 

I  716  »-95 
•I- 


2123 ^il 

2953 
1079,83 


I  •  2108.47 
I  25 
I  894.71 

'I- 


OVER 
UIOO  . 

4  ' 

2149  ..47 
1352- 
344,46 


11*5,04 
lf?3,99 


'  3963.,86 
.    .  916 
1222,17 

■»279>,72. 
,  24 
778,46 


2974,79 
43 

1667,32  ' 


1718,54 

It 
1241,97 


2218, 4S 

1* 
1216,78 


•'  2332.30 

3063 
il73,39 


2769,21 

2518 
1377,18 


TABLE  AjS,    .    •  '    '  . 

P.arental  Cqntrlbutlon  for 'Education  Expenses  by  Achievement/Abn itv  Group 


and  In^^tftution  Type  and  Control 


SAT  SCO^E 


MEAN*!-  UNDER 


C0U>1T 

STD  oev 


•thST  TYPE  ^• 
PUBLIC  4-year' 


PUBLIC  2- YEAR 
PRIVATE  ij-YEAR 

t 

PfTlVATE  2-YEAR 

profit-HAkihg 

f 

VOCATIONAL 
OTHEft ■  . 


o: 


800 


800/- 
950 


'  95C 
1,100 


950^- 


OVER 
.1,100  ^ 


383,-55  I 
'     737, ;3  I 

-1222,82 
13.96 
776,03". 

[  1119.31  I 
I  1722  •  I 
I       870; 36  I 

ll4T,36 
1352 
3'69 , 53 

■     7^V,$6  I 
.  2*76  I 
_48Xyf9  I 

796,78' 

640 
405,25 

t  753.31  *I 
I  '  ,415  I 
I      3?9.58  I- 

322.19^ 
153 
.  336',  63 

1327,Z9  I 
125  V,  2.1  I 

1752,64 

599 
1587,48  ' 

I  >S«i8.24  I 
K  789  I 
I     1411.25  I 

2087,39 
.  916, 
1633%  41 

--—--"--3= 

■v  153V,  32 
157 
1613,16 


2- 


87 


3  I 


4 


1533,52' 13=94.31 


45 


1086, 95;x  1123,36 


1771,44 
24 

-1153,81 


CCLUI'N  TOTAU 


G 


ERIC , 


953,33  I 
566     I  . 
V- 1031,28  I 

1129,14  I 

111     I  • 
;364,39  I 

62<i.69  I 
-     29  I 
539.33  I 

1433.34 

43 
1992,57 

74^,56  I 
'   444  I 

762, 22  i 

6'62,i9  I 
71  I 

471,3*'  r 

99^,25  I 

•  43  I 
t328.75  I 

663.26 

ti 
393,19 

101^,39  I 
106  I 

1123, ii  'I 

88«,45 

6353 
85»,33  i 

644,36  I 
'52  I 
•   463,30  I 

 -=-f- 

1124,61 
2956  ' 
1011,45 

1643. 4i  I 
23  I 
1002.39  I 

1251.24^, 

3063 
.1064.43 

m 

613.21 

14 
388,72 

1474,87 

2513 
1289,  S5c 

• 

* 

»  « 

BOM, 
'TOTAl 


10-3i ,  36 
6439 
332,22 

7/4,2? 

3684  - 
456,18 

1753,54' 

•  3142 
lf?^,43 

1518,96 

313 
1333,62 

^92,38 

•  755 
1037,30* 

753,35 

565 
7484  35 

961,93 

195 
979,70 

1106,J7 

15093 
1336,97 


.--  J 


•  -    .  TABLE  A-6  '  '" 

Student  Contribution  for^  Education  .Expenses  by  AcJiievecpent/Abf  1  ity  Group 
*   •  and  InstttiHIon  Type  and  Control  ^ 


SAT  SCORE 


INST  TYPE 
PUBLIC  ^-YEAR 

'PUBLIC  2-Y»R 


PRIVATE  It-YEAR 


PRrVATE  2-YEAR 


PROFtT-MAKING 


VOCATfOKAL 
/ 


HCAN 
COUNT 
Sit  02V 


r  « 


OTHEft 


UNDER 
800 


800  - 
950 


-''950."-' 

r,ioo 


OVER 
UIOO 


CCUUHN  TOTAL 


ROW 
•TOT'AU 


i  l 

'  2  I 

.  3  r 

•  4'  r 

642,51  r 

•     722, 59-  I 

-^I't',76  I 
*^    1393-  I 
667,-30-  I 

'.^97.59  r 

' '     t722  I 

'  630,87  1 
.    1352  I 
679-,64-  I 

621,38/ 
.    6432  ' 
6874  32- 

43f ,59  I  , 
•    "2376  I 

473,97  I 
640  \ 
546,27  { 

^  458.50.1 
.  *•  593^1^  f 

222,45  I 
n  153  I 
,2^9^67  I 

n5,92 

3684 
59i,79 

947r,43-l 
236  I 
Ili5i62  I 

394,28  I 
5-5'9  I 
1161,90  I 

785  I 
1081,68  r 

963,24  I 
916  I 
1042^31  I 

947,13 
3136  . 
1095,31  . 

72a:rn  I 

,      157  I 
961,82  r. 

103'3,54  I 
87  1 
966,89  1 

590.70  I  • 

'    ^  45  I 
-   668'.  88  I  • 

600,49  I 

4a8;v97  I 

783,1(5 
.  3i3 
.  910, 23* 

932,33  I 
566  I 
»85i,f3  I, 

.    969,33  I 
til  I 
.1^91,27  I 

1296. 8S  I 
29  '  I 
1078.36  If 
 :  ^I- 

1470.46  I 
48  I 
1263.3?  I 

'  984,54 

755 
■  942,77  • 

571,7  4*1 
•4  44  I 
•355,12  I 

'   645,21  ] 
71  '  I 
628j33-! 

.  .  398,27  p 
43  I 
415.95  I 

133^; 62  I 
^11  I 
676.26  I 

577.21  • 
.  365 
.  3,37,34 

563', 88  I 

lei  I 

J63,U  I 

•   833,^^3  1 
52  ■  I 
-  722,80  1 

25^.52  I 
23  1 
380,33  I 

653,91  1 
.  680,0^1 

'  600^33 
195 
670,29 

61'f,2l 
6349 

793,53 

67iJ,31 

2953 
-315,53- 

*  675.33 
•3059 

821.39  ' 

744,48 
>2518  . 
858,12 

658,-48' 
15079 
'  316,7.4 

496 


ERIC 


'     '    \  TABLE  A-J. 

'  '  '        '  '  t     .  ■     ■       *•  . 

Total  jEducation  Expenditures  by  Rlclal/EtT^nic  Group.  ^ 


.  MEAN 
COUNT 


IN ST  TYPE 


«  -  1 

'    PUBLIC  4-YEAk 


PUBLfC  2-YEAR 


PRIVATE  4- YEAR 


PRIVATE  ZtYEAR 


PRORIT-MAKiNG  ' 


VpCATlOMAL 


V 

OTHER 


CCLUI*N  TOTAL 


> 

•RACIAL/ETHNIC. GROUP 

WHITE 

BUCK 

HISPANIC 

OTHER  ■ 

* 

*  .    ^    '  T 

.'   •  2 

I       -  3' 

f 

■     2328,99  1 
*5572  I 
32^,58  I 

1754,34 

482  " 
694,63 

I     1727, ?8 
I        '  123 
I  614.27 

*  * 

I  2334,22 
I'  219 
I       3  47,  ■5-7 

133»,95  I 
3153  I 

.  i5s'l,76- 
^  193 
1-143  513' 

I     1282 ;62 
I  172 

I  .1460.59 
I.    .  '152 
\  9o4fVo^ 

345i.i9  I 
•  2532 
128?  ,,69  i 

3*031,47 
»  .174 
1354.15 

I  ,  3167.52 

I    .     •  3? 
1  ^96.22 

L   37*^8, 03' 
I       ^'  104 
I  1343,73 

253?, 69. I 
297  I 
if  a,  83  I 

2343,67 
'  '6 
369j65 

I  3053,25 
-I           ■  1 
I  .0.00 

I  ■2337,04 
I              8  ■ 
I  1219,11 

223v.,33  I 
633  I 
127/, 55  I 

•  2321,27 
77  ■ 
939,34 

I     1387. ^9^ 
I  r  -  17 
I  1393.38 

I  2134.17 
I     "  30 
I  1Z72.'** 

i&2V,6i  I 
92?, 95  I 

1635,93- 
37 
993,71 

I  .1450.20, 
I  1 
!  2.2? 

1  1422.56 
I         -  25 
I  663,76' 

2Z9/,?1  I- 

171  I 
■   1.32*,  17  I 

2065, ■34' 

13 
1463^21 

I  1535.93 
|b  •  6 
I  923.33 

I  865,56^ 
I  2 
I  •190.07 

217^,31 

13^33 
120^.35  "' 

l"979,g3 

982 
1127,97 

497  . 

1651.91 

-^353,: 
,  897. 16 

-  ^ 

t 

2135,72 
^^1299. 02 

* 

• 

•  / 

\ 

• 

• 

ROW' 
TOTAL 


1935*23^ 
6.396  ■ 
323,72 

• 

1395,37  .- 
'724,19  • 
•  3438,52 

•  ?ua  - 

1296,66 

2579,36 

3^2 
1373,52  . 

' 2197,66' 
762^ 
1272,71  ' 

15-13  f7  3 
564  ^ 
924,53  ■ 

2264,12  , 

1^2- 
1775,13 

'2148,77 
• i5e09  ^ 
1202  ,.32 


^  - 


TABLE  A-8 


Parenjtal  .Contribution  for  Education  Expfehses  fay  RacUl/Ethntc  Group 
•  ^  ]   and  'Inst?  tut  loll  Type  and  Cootror  I 


RACtAL/ETHNIC  fiROUP_ 


,    .  CjOUNT 


llvST  TYPE 
PUBLIC  VtEAR 


"  J 


PUBLIC  2-yEAR 


.  2 


PRIVATE  ij-YEAR 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR. 


pIiofit-haking 


VOCATIONAL 


otAer 


CCLUI*'^  TOTAU 


WHITE 

t 


BLACK  -  ■  HtSPAHIC 


OTHER 


689, a2 


404,61 
'3155 

944  ^Tt3 
2793 


783,35 
297 


9  a;?.,  33 

97i,97 


59'*, 43 
83.1,^5 


57«!,33 
^5^,76 


\  666^12 
•752,48 


529,38 
193- 
873?^2 

384,74 
174 
1122,51 


767,13 
6 

103^.,  94 


1336,86 
77 
79*7,37 
^-  

'599,76 

37 
637,41 


729,81 

13 
852,78 


3  I" 


.  4 


543. iS  I-  6-42,49 
.  123    -I^-'  219 
555.44  I   ;  "607,14 


•I' 


■  313.34  I  •  '  467, -63 
172  '  I     •  15Z.- 
5.22.33  I  -  -555,69 

596.67  l""  1081,96 
■     33     I  '1^4 
.  622.52  I  1700.56 
 1  


1720.00  I 

1  I 
2.47  I 
 1- 


91,08 

8, 

147.27 


1406.47  I 

17  .1- 
.  881.39  I 

450.20  I 

1  ! 
0.00  I 


725.74 

30  ■ 
381.59 

'273,59 

25 
314.16 


797.6I  I 

^  I 

634.78  I 
 -I- 


393,96 
? 

525^24 


652,38 
13125 
807,92  I 


705,66 

982 
'866,41 


485.07 

■  353' 
.617.03 


656.32 
54&' 
944,81 


V 


Studtent  Co'ntrrbution  for  Education  Expenses-by  Racial/Ethnic  Group 
and  Institution  Type  and  Contrpl 


MEAN  I 
'COUNT 

r  STD  QEy=- 


.   IK^T  TYPE* 


.  >  -  ,  PUBLIC  VYEAR 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


^'PRIVATE  A-YEAR  - 


PRIVATE  2-YEAR 
PROFlT-tHAKING  ' 
VOCATtONAL 


OTHER 


■•  WRJLTE 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  GROUP 
BLACK 


OTHER 


.1     ^        .  2 
~I  --5-, 

137^^7^   I    .    627; 64 
5575     I      ,  482 
83»,26   I  616^39 


'751,75  I  648,31 

3i5§    V  ^  '•  193 
456,24   I     v  497,95 


1821.75  I 
2522  I, 
l5ll,i>5  A' 


8s:7,75 

174 
832',  26 


492^,79  I  .1063,96 
-      297  6 
139V, 14   I  776,62 


1344, ii  I 
illO,16' I 


531^21 
77 


^  .37 

751, «4  I  -  '  753,55 

-----  -I 

984,23  i  n722,83 

171    "I  '  '  * 
10l3.42  v.-  723,3? 


3  .  I 


652,34 

■.  123 
72U37 


559^30 
172 

""401. S6 


946,55 
•  33 
740.30 


714.30 
t 

0.00 


359.96 

17 
623.56 


,022.20 

1' 
0.27 


1152490 
13136 
1-052,46 


665,39 

"  982  ■ 
633,64 


' 333.31 
6 

237.59- 

615  .<73 
353." 
586.lt 


1011,5^ 
^19 
375-,8; 


1422.79- 

104 
14^29.61  J 


1650,08 

-  8 
1410,1^ 


1333,22 
30i„ 
i323.7B 


•332.2.9; 
. 723,44  : 


538,53 

.  2 
'567,26 

101V  67, 

540 
,  980.54 


>'  ROW 
TOTAL 


1029,87  . 
.  6399 
S33t31 

733V49  ^  - 

3^71 
.455,01- 

■  3112; 
1494,32 

1514,53- 
31^- 
1336  5.92 

938, 

,  762  ' 
i0|4,04 

7'50,93, 

-5,6.4  V  , 
745,64 

940,53  . 
*  ■  192 
981,49= 

1101j'-50"  ■ 
15012  \< 
1034,43' 


mc 


s 


TABU  A- 10 


, '  Totaf  Educati<)n  Expenditures  by  Sex  of  Student  j, 

^.      and  Institution  Type  and  Control 

*  "  ;   "  - 


STUDENT  SEX 


■  7  ' 


,   INST  TYPE 
PUBLIC  4- YEAR 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 


;MEAN  I 
-  QQMHl  I  '  MALE  v  • 
STO  D&V  r 

.J.  .  ^ 

I'  35i96 

'    I  .  862,69 

2     I  1467  »,17 

I  -2*56'^  - 

I"  1277,73 


PRJVATE  4tYEAR 
PRIVATE  2-YEAR 


PROFIT-HAKIN.G 


^'^^OCA-pONAL 


OTHER 


3     I.    3507, ?7  , 
I  ■  1215^ 
i  *l3^i,67 

I  1?S2|49 

5  r  2262,33 
I  .  232- 
I       94*, 42 

,  •  ^1-;--=--  =  = 

6  I  1440,45 

r  '94e,^9 

7  I-  2l7S,^3 
'  I,     •  8!> 

I  ..^33P,63 

Tl----'!  

CCUUKN  TdTAL  2l9"rp5'2  2l2a,.32 

7544       .    ^  7568 
•I29?,i2  1164,64 


FEMALE  ^• 


^t66' 

1350,03 
1679 
624,72 


338a,pa 

I'-  'l5y 
r    1267  7^2 

2711,45 
177 
[v,  1545,53 

2172,04 

564 
1112,77 

15-75  ,.72- 

•.  332 
■925  ,.33 

1887^62- 
114 
m21,42 


ROM 
TOTAU 


1938, SI 
*6463  • 

'-822.95- 

1414.5^' 
.=  3742 
904.77 

344y.'46-  • 

3151  , 
12?r.96 

2572.19 
•  322 
1365.93  ' 

2196. -ga" 

.  766 
107l.?4 

1521.55 
5r7l- 
924..  5S 

2095,67 
^  -199 
•  1758.63 

2l56»74 

1521(2 
•1232.74 

•  f. 
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TABLE  A-1 1 


Parental' ContTyt button  for  Education  Expenses  by  Sex  of  Student 
 — : — ^tkMflS44-fetttj^n— P/^e  -a»d-Coff&ro^  ^  — =— 


e 


.^TUbEHT  SEX 


tNST  TYPE 
..pmiC  4- YEAR 


II  ' 
MEAN 
COUST^ 
STO  QEV 


PUBLIC  2-YEAR 
PRIVATE-  4-YEAR 

t 

PRIVATE  2-YEAR 
PROFiT-MAJ<IWG 
•VOCATIONAL    -  - 


.  OTHER" 


5 

3 


COLUfN  "TOTAL 


MALE 


FEMALE"- 


t391,4Z  .1  1069,83 
.  3299     I  3166 
'318,67   I  &43,-72 


7n,-93  -I     .  751,48 

2»63     I  1679 
443,13   I  471,94 


^JAJWfSS  I  .  1826,57 

•-     iei&  I  1537 

I46i,43  r  1-517,59 

-------  - zr'y 

1237,50  I  1674,43 

144  I  177 

136/, 53  I'  1558,32. 

-     •  -  -  J. 


817,13  V  1353,87 
^  t  564 

820,-36  I  1159,35 
r-;  — -----si  —  a— 

/a-tjai,  I  .  779,63 

Z3V     I  ,332 
536»74>,I  •  866,^2 

 =— 

10154,66   K  908,64 

■    '8S     I  114 
1152,27   r:'  816,60 

1^,64  1152,66 
•     7646  *         ,7568"  • 
985^25   '     1*076; 39  . 


.f?OW  " 
TOtAl 


1029.31 
6466 
831.39 

735.19 

.  3742 
457 » 53 

1748.32 

3151 
'1494, .35-. 

1520«96 

3.23 
^371.93 

'..991.38 
766 
1032.51 

•  756.56 

571 
746.^2 

■  '^53,13 
c    ,  199 

■  974.10 

1102.91 
1^215 
.  1234.48 
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TABLeVi2 


>Sttident  Contribution  for  Education  Expenses  by  Sex  of  Student 
—-i-  —  '>-^---and- Institution  Type-^nd  Control  -  , 


^    STUDEHT  SEX. 


MEAN 
COUNT 
STO  OEV 


INST  TYPE  . 
PUBLIC  4-YEAR 


PUBJ.tC  2-YEAR  . 
PRfVATE  4-YEAR 
PRtVATE  2-YEAR 
PROFIT-MAKING 
•   ,  VOCATtONAL 


OTHER 


CCLUf.N  TOTAU 


HAIE 


FEMALE 


'3^92  { 
717,55?  I. 


•557,83 
647^99 


43*5,81   I'  '  397^34 
'"2563     I,     '  16*79.  . 
5.9 5, i9-  Iv  '5^1^' 


••1541,54  I 
•i'oiS  I 
l2S3-,20  I 


34?, 04- 
1533  - 
1^94,23 


73i*il  I 
14^.  I 


798,40 
84y,62   r  -949,81 


I31f ,31  I 
1162,12.  i 


872,34 

-564 
832, 3C 


55Z,li  I 
^  ^39  H 
'9-33,91  'j 


627,91 
/  332 
745,9$ 


632,25  I 
8&  'tl 
675, 4^  I 

704,26 
•,7643 
83a, 17 


556,76 

114 
663^12 

612,19 
7564  * 
792,28 


T-«JTAU 


.  622.^7. 
6459 
687',-22 

4l5r65' 

593.76 

947. 3'0 
'  3147 
. 1093.72 

^  * 

763.84 

=  323 
.  905.69 

-V987.72 
766 
950:79 

53  4  •.53 

,  571 
82^; 98 


591.53 


5«. 


1, 


302 


TABLE'  ^""^    ■  .  '  *r'  "  '     .  /* 
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B-1      .       ^  *           /  .             ;  '    r  Means  ^or,  Selected  Var ia&|es,5/i  thin    ^  ^ 

^  '  PaMTtlxDned  .Groups  . 

B-2  *'    .              '  '                   El^stf-cities:  Percent  Change  In  Parental 

,              '    ^  ,^    '  Contributions  Induced  iy  a  One  Percent; 

/  *        ^  '   ^          ,  "     ^  '    ^  Change  ^In  Selected  Variables  V 

t        •   *            .  '   '       :  -  .          -          o            -  - 


J 


si 


-ERIC- 


Hear^fdr  Selected  Variables  Within  Part4ttonea  Groups 
(Standard  deviations  in -parentheses  below  caldulated  means) 


Variable 


^artltPon 


TOTAL 


FAMILY  INCOME 


IHSTJTUtlOH  SECTOR' 


Case  Counts 


\ 

% 

Low 

Hlddfe  . 

,High- 

Public  4  " 

Pjubllc  2 

4,758 

1 ,497 . 

2,216 

1.045 

.  1,912 

*  • 

'  1,092 

^  1,086 
(1.028)' 

569" 
(538) 

'  904 
(739) 

1 ,688 
•  (1,520) 

I-,018 
(824) 

=  721 
(458) 

60S 
V  (888) 

982 

(997V- 

640 
-  (886) 

'    ^5)  •  ' 

528 

,     *  (694) 

30a 

(574) 

3,900. 
(3,986) 

(1,8?1) 

3,^25 
(1,858) 

8,408 
(2,016) 

*  4,043 
^(3,986) 

3,312 
(3,930) 

■\    818  . 
(302) 

.  700 
•  (297) 

816 
• (294) 

'  895 

•  (235) 

•  '   V  897 

(2fl) 

'  6'«2 
V      (273)  . 

,.87- 

..70 

< 

.90 

c  ^ 

.  -  .94 

•8? 

•  .  .87 

* 

■  -52 

'  .44 

* 

% 

4>53 

.57 

•  •52-, 

■^  ■•••  •'.57  Jg* 

979 


PCi 


k 

y. 


50.5 


12.96 

(2  .-88) 

* 

13j473 
(4,421) 

13,733 
(7,284) 


'11. IJ 
(2.54) 

1 1 ,932 
(2,998)' 

\  4,957 
(1,817) 


12.50 
(2.38) 

13,031 
(3,996) 

1 1 ,20V 
(2,0287 


■  14.69 
-  {3.14)-- 

15,462 
i4>930) 

22,64(^. 
{4,.543) 


13.13. 
(2.84)  V 

•'44,335)- 
'  -13,861 

,  r7,242) 

-     


•  12,36. 
(2.600 

■  ir,454 1. 
{3',922) 

.12,^31 
(6,6^D) 


1,777 
(1,507K 

•1,173^ 
(i;226). 

4,723 
(4,066) 

.  962 
(259)^ 


.89' 

^^^^ 

.53 


13.89 
C3.15) 

14,369* 
(5,122) 

'  15,408 
•  (7,686) 


TAB^E  B-2  *  . 

■   ••     •  ' 
la&tjLfltieg;  Pycent  Change  in  Parental  Contr!buttons 

induceavj?y  a  On^.Percent  Change  in  Selected  Variables 


SAT. 


ED. 


Y  y 


TOTAU 


-.15 
,28 
.42 

.07. 

:  .97 


*   FAMILY  JNCOHE 
Low      HFddle  High. 
-.16 


Partition 


IHSTiTUTIOK  SECTOft  . 
Puijiic  4    .  Public  2      Private  4 


-.32 
.14 


•25 
.12 
.50 


^27 
..33 


,25' 


.96 


-.0? 

.45 
'  .60 
.39 
.17 
1.22 


,-,j21        '  -.08 

*  -  - 

r 

.24  .IJ  . 


-.36 


.34 
.29 
.28 


.83 


-.11  . 
.47  ■ 


.17 


'  1.10 


Elasticities  calculated  at  mean  vajues  of  relevant  variables.  Specifically; 


V. 


Sh/k 


eh,k' 


PC, 


v^ere 


*  ^  *  calculated  elasticity  of  vartabte  h  for  the  k^^  type 

partition 

"  estimated  regression  coefficient  for  variable  h  for  the  k 
partition         ^  ^ 

2.  ,  «  mean  value  of  variable  h  for  the  k^^  partition  (from 

*  ^'^^    Table  SHl  ' 

PC.  '  »  mean  parental  corttribut^ta  for  ithe  k^^  pactf^ion  (from 


th 


Table  p-O 


Where  degression  coe 


eff iciejts  insignificant, 
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no  elasticities  are  computed. 
* 


ERIC 


X 


/Correlation  Hatcices  ^  ~    .  \ 


TABLE 
.  -  *C-3 

C 


List  of  Tables 


Zero-Order  Correlattort*  Matrix  -  All 
Students  -f.  .  \ 

ZerorOrder  Correlation  Hat'rfx  Low 
Income  '-^ 

Zero-Order  Correlation  ffatrlx  -iAilddle 
-  Incocne  ^ 

/    Zero-Order  Correlation  iHajrlx  ^  High 
Income  ^ 


ion  Wajrlx  ^ 


•f 


r 


ERIC 


^'  ■     ^     .    .  TABLE  C-2    »  . 

'   •    'ZerorOrder  Correlation 'Matrix  -  Low  Incocne  *  5^ 


"  ■         •.  *   ^'  - 

AYfc       '  -.15        ,   1.00  - 


^  •  .20    •    ■     .23  ^.OO 

Rt,  '  V  ■  -.11        ,    .35  ■    .32  '  KOO 

'  ^  -.0^  .06    '  .06        .05  KOO 


k  & 


ED^'^        ,         .^06  .11  .20        .16        .05  1.00 


y  -.04^.?     '  /lo;         .15    -  .13      .07   -    .17  1.00 


ERIC 


5IT  . 


TATBLE'  C-3 


I 


si 


2ero-0rder  Correlation  Matrix  r  Hiddle  Income 


/ 


SAT^ 
ED. 


1.00 
-  -^15 
.22 


1.00 
.Oif 


A 

.07-*-— i  .1^ 


-.06 

» 

.02 
-.Oif 


.03 

>.18 

.13 


I'.OO 
.18. 
.02 
.16 
.06? 


1.00 
.01 

.11 

c 

.01 


KOO 
-.00 
.06 


1.00 


•  .14 


^5  • 


1.00 
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5*. 


SAT^ 

h 

ED.- 


ease*. 


TABLE  C-4      ^  .V 
?ero-Order  Correlation  Matrix  -  High  Income 


r.oo 

.10 
-.05 

.08 
^.01 
-.02. 


AY. 


1.00 
.01 
.02 

-.03 
.00 
.07 


SATfc 


f 


J. 


uoo 

.06 

r 

.23  ^06 


i.ob 

^  -'02. 


1.00- 

-.04      -  I. 00 


.19 


.02.  -.03 


.15 


1.00    ,  c 
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TABLE  D-1 


Hon-LInear  E/fects  In  the  Parental  Contrtbutlftn  Equations 
(Uhderllned  coefficient   significant  at  .05  level;  standard  errors  are  in  parentheses) 


BCPLAMATORY 
VARIABLES  ^ 
5 


TotaL  Aid 


Available  Income 


SAT  Score 


Racial/Ethnic  Group 
Student  S[ex 

^  * 

Parental  Education, 


Coflimunl^y  Income 


Constant 


:r2 

F 


(SAT,,)^ 

EDk  - 
2 


2" 


OEPEND'ENT  VARIABLE 


(1.1) 

u  .2; 

*  -.27A6 

-,?895 

-.2789 

-.275T 

•'(.0096) 

j(.0095). 

(.J0O97) 

(■.■60§6)^ 

■  (.0096) 

VO769 
(.Wft) 

•  .0764 

.0762 

(■;6Qi4) 

.0847 
(.0025) 

.5508 

(;nj2H5) 

.5939" 

.5450 
r6288) 

.5502 
(76i0$) 

^♦640 
(.1826) 

-142.6      -20.30      -135.8  -137.3  -143.1 

(25755)    ^(25722)      (ITSS)  (25tt3)  mM 

-146.3    '  -131.9      -151.3  ^JiiiOli  -145.7 

(TOO)     (TOo)    (T?:o9)  .  riOS)  .(TOo) 


37.26 

cm 


.0105 
(T00T9) 


38.42  36.30 

TjrnD     (3^55)   .  •  - 

146.1 
(11.43) 

.0105  .0103  -".0103 
(T0019)      (.^043)  (.0019) 


3^.53  . 

T3ns>: 


"  -  ,  ^0029 

{.OOOSJ. 

.  80.22  .  -39.07  .^,  270^.      3l0.fl  158^8'-^ 

.   e    •  •  . 

.28  i'l9  .27  *28  .28 

(664.?4)    (689.21)    (670.54)    (669.45)  (663.91) 


^All  squared  terms.  In  (100)^  except  (EDj^,  which  Is  in  (10)?., 


•         -CJfclAPTER  iX  '  , 

-*«  ,  '  -      .  *      "  . 

\  JH5  EFFICACY  DP^SPJDENT  FIMANCIAL  AID  FOR  PUBLIC  P(3L1CY  ^    '    ^  \ 

^   AS  the  n^Jor  Federal  short-ruji  pollcy^lnstrument  for  b^rteroi^^ 
postsedbndary  education  4oa1s,  student  financial  atd  feas  generated  nnicji 
controversy^    Its  efficacy  has  been  both  toiited  and  Alnlmlzed^  although 
only  conflicting^  often  Sketchy  evidence  can  fae^marshaflled' to  support 
ejther  view* '  ^  .     •  _  . 

jTbe  purpose  of  this  study  Is  to  Improve  the  tinderifandlTig  of  the  linkages 
aaong-stu^ent  aid.  Institutional  decision  making,  arfd  fainlly^^^dlture^ecls 
Two  specific  pql Icy-related ^queS^ons  are  considered.    First,  how  Is  financial  , 
^Id  packaged  to  stuBents?   What  student.,    family,  and/or  Instltutl.onal  factorjs  \ 
Appear *to.  Influence  the  amount  and  composition  of  the  financial  aid  package?     _  ^ 

*  Second,  what  Is  ^e  effect  of  flnShclal  aid  on  actual  .pSrental  contributions  fpr 
educatlonf^ -fos^s?    Even  limited  answers  to, these* questions  extend  avalla'ble 

,   vat  .  '  ,    '     '  ^  - 

InforroatlocT ind  permit  *an  evaluation  of  the  effects  of -student  assistance 
efforts*'  rr^thods  and  findings  of  this  study  can  serve  to  guide 

future  re^e^rch/^  /-    •     '  ^ 

The  several  Issues  related  to  the  packaging  and  receipt  of  stdident  financial 
(assistance  a^^  probed  using  the  Matfonal  Longitudinal  Study  of  the  iilgh  Schdol 
Class  ofJ'372*    The  HlrS-Is  one  of  the  most  recent  ^d  detailed  national  pro- 

*  babllltv^samples  available.    To  petrolt)  the  study  of  Instit:utIonaI  effects,  each* 
•*student^s  Vecord^j^^a Ins  measures  of  median  family  in<;om6V  median  SAT  score', 

revenwfs,  and  student  aid  funds  at  rfostsecondary  Institutions  considered  and/or 
attended^  Tj^^ocT^ilatlon^of  insti tutlt>nal  data  and  th^-^merging  of  the  student 
anfl  InstituBlrar  files  represent*  a  major  product  of  this' project      one  that 


enharTCCS  the  potential  uses^f  the  NLS.flle  for  a  wldcLAfartet^  of-F^jsfarch-  ^ 


purposes*  ^  '  — 

A*^  The  Role  of  Student  Fifianclai  Ai<i         *    ^  *  ■ 

.  ^The^  oresuroed  .Influences  on  the  packaging  of  flnanifial  aid  and  the  parental 
contributton  for  educ#^t1onal  expenses  are  deduced  from  a  broader  framework  of 
Instftutlbnal  antf  household  decFslorf  "making/  '  ;  .  . 

Following  an  analytical  framework  based  on  the  economic  theory  of  the  fJrta 
a  model^^of  Institutional  behavior  Is  developed  In  Chapter  y  I  fn  wlilch  poSt^ 
secondary  institutions  are  presunied  to  attempt  to  maxfmize  their  own  and 
national  objectives.    In  the  model,  studeht  alhd^offers  and  awards  are  used 

td\attract  potential  students  with  attributes  that  would  enhance  these-ob-^ 

'        ^  ,  «  .  '* 

jfifc^^^es.  Offers  and  awards  are  made  subject  to  financial  and  , enrollment  con- 
straints. •  .  .  , 

In.  the  conceptual  framwork  for  analyzing  family  spending  behavior,  pre- 
sentetf  in~Chapter  Vtl,  family  outlays  for  postsecondary  education  ^re  presumed 

'to  be  viewed  by  .the  fam'lly  as  an  Investment  and  are  hypothesized  to  depend 

\ 

on  the  attractiveness  of  the  investment  to  the  parents  and  student*  Factors 
whicK  affect  tKe  attractiveness  of  tijp  tnyestment  include,  amang. others, 
student  ability  and  parental  education  attainment.    Just .^^s^Ji^ortapfi  are 
characteristics  which  indicate  the  capacity  of  the  parents  an^*  student  to 
contribute  toward  educational  costs,  juch  as  family  fncoroe^  student "income, 
f,amily  size,  and  student  assistance/     '    -  .  •  • 


B^' •  Jtejor  Findings  and  Policy  Jmpllcatibns  m 
-  ^    The  empirical  res,ults  suggest  the  nature  aiid  extent  of  student  aid  '^-^ 
effects  on ^fyeral  presume^Lnatlonal' goals. 
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^        The  Packaging  of  Student  financial  Aid 


Several  Interesting  and  useful  results  emerge  from  the  examination  of.43ie 
packaging  of  student  aid  for.  entering  fulHtime  freshmen  In  1972-73.    First,  ^ 
financial  aid  packages  reflect  at  J  east  the  limited  axunltmen^r-on^  the'pa^.t  of 


racmltment- 


studwit  aid  donors  ~  f^eraU  state,  local,  Instftujriorial,  4nd  private  ~to 
equal  educatlpoal  opportmrtty/  Based  on  data  supplied  by  1972-73  entering' 
full-tliae  freshmen  In  the  HLS,  family  Incbfee  and  minority  status  strongly  * 
Influencai  the  aoount  and  type  of  ^ald  received.    Kotably,  aid  f rem  FiS^eraf 
grais  tejjded  to  be  nwre  targeted  on  lower  Income  and  minority  students  than 
aid  from  other  programs.    ,  '  ^  ^ 

To  Illustrate,  freshmen  fro©  famjflle^  wl th  IncotDes  ten  percent  less  than 
averag^ received  18  per<^t  more  financial  aid  dollars  and  22  percent  larger 
grant  and^scholarship  awards,^  These  same  students  reported  a  20  percent, 
larger  Federal  aid  component  with  a  35  percent  greater  Edccaflonal  Opporturfi-t^ 
Grant.    Similar  results  ^nerged  for^  mlnorl'ty  freshmen  (Chapter  VI,  Tables  2,  5, 
11,  and  l^K  '  S  I  nee  60  per'cent  of  all  Federally-aided  freshmen  also  recfeived 
non-Federal  aid,  these  findings  suggest  the  potential  effect  of  federa]  aid  In 
attracting  non-Federal  student  aid  funds  to  the  Federally  targetted  student. 
If  true,  F^era1^y^d  programs  ©ay  carry  a  '•multi pi ieH*, effect  vrfiich  is  ncJt 
apparent  with  viewing  distributions  of  Federal  aid  alorie. 

Further,  observed  differences  In. targeting  aid*across  Instf tutl(^al 
sectors  suggests  there'  is  potential  for  Improving  price  efficiency  Iji  higher 
education, through  stud^t  aid.    Altfiough  aid  within  each  ^e^^r  favored  \ 
lower  income  students,  financial  «id  to  freshmen  at  private  four-year 


colleges  v«s  more  sensitive  to  differences  ip  family  Incbme  than  was  ai 
received  by  public  college  students  (Chapter  Vl,  Tables  3  and  k)*  Even 


areater  targeting  Vf  student  aid  In  the  puj>lic  sector  would  not  only  partly  ' 

increase  ^rice  efflcl^cy.t  It  would  also  foster  equal  educational  opportunity 

goals*  '  ,  " 

^   Second^  an  implicit  goal  o^^ual  choice, among  posts^condary  education 

options  app^re4  to  fae  fostered  in  197?r73*    FroQ  the  ^analysis  of  aid  packages, 

student,  costs  of  attendance  eaaerged  as  an  ioportant  determinant  of  the  aiaouht 

and  cooposltfon  of  aid  received*    Kotafaly,  tte  dscmts  of  stcdeht  aid  received 

*  •  •  , 

by  fre^dtoen  at  public  two-year  colleges  were  responsive  to  variations  In  stu- 

dent  costs  (Ch^ter-V I,  Tables  2  and  k).    Singly,  ©anyjJublic  tv#o-year  fresteien 

couid.not  oeet  greater  cost$  wirh6ift,^ddItional  .support'* 

This  finding  suggests  that  t^  half  cost  liraltatlon  in  the  burgeoning 

Basic  Sraat  progra©,  which  applies  aloost  exclusively  to  these  s^tudents, 

may  paradoxically  be  1  in! ting  aid  tq^fhose  whose  packages,  by  necessity,  SHist 

be  most  responstS^e- to  varlatioo^  In  costs*    To  be  sore  sensitive  to  these 

differences,  the  half  cost  provision  should  be  el Isaina ted  froQ  the  Baalc 

•Srant  award  calculation.    For  tbo^^  concern^  with  the  possibility  of  a  * 

Basic  Grant  award  ©eetJng  the  entire  costs  of  attendance,  bfo  alternative? 

offer  a  loore  equlta^e  cocsproraUe,    Awards  could  be  limited  to  three-fourths 

of  cost  or.  better  still,  to  costs  minus  sooe  fixed  dollar  (^^self-heflp")   <  ^ 

'  cocaponent* 

Third,  all  financial  aid  tends  to  favor  core  talented  high  school 
graduates  and,-  therefore,  to  provide"a  liaslted  encourage^tent  to  their  ^itr/  , 
secondary  education  enrol liaents*    Froa  the  HLS  xiata,  a  student  with  SAT 

-scores  ten  percent  above  th^average  recorded  a  9  percent  larger  than  aver- 
age  aeount  of  giff  aijd  than  average  vrfwle  receiving  k  percent  less  than  the  * 

.average  tertb-tliae  earnings  (Chapter  Vl,  Tables  S^and  6).    Notalyly,  Federal 


Vld  was  w^kly  associated  with  student  achieveroent/gbillty  ^Chapter  VI,  Table 
Nevertheless,  tJie  packagljfg  <^  sild  from  all  sources  tended  to  favor  the  nwre"' 
talented  students  (Chapter  IV,  Table  2j  Chapter  VI,  Table  2)(  This  finding 

:  ■  -    /   -  '  .  ;  -  V.      ^  / 

suggests  that  a  Fwferal  merit-based  aid  .program  may  not  be  necessary,  since 
the  potential  recipients  are  being  served ,  in  part,  through  non^Federal  aid 
sources ^. 

As  iiaportant,  at  least  In  1972-73,  the  use  of^roerlt  awards  to  attract 
freshmen  across  broadly  slmilay^ Institution  grojups  was  not  evWent*^  Highly 
selecttSre  Institutions  tended  to  reward  the  talented  high  school  seniors  . 
with  relatively  ©ore  aid  and  relatively  larger  grant  and  scholarship  awards 
than  less  selective  institutions,  but  the  differences  were  not  very  great^** 
JSoreover,  highly  and  in^erately  selective  f6ur-year  instltutfons  appeared 
to  package  gift  aid  similarly  (Chapter  Vf,  Tables  2,  4,  5*  8).. 
•    A  finding  of  Interes^t,  the  institutional  coraBSitment  of  respurp^s  to  ^ 
'  student  aid  exhibi.ted  a  weak  effect  on  the  packaging  of  aid  (Chapter  IV, 
Table  10;  Chapter  VI,  Table  2).    Sirrpi*lsjLn^y,  even  within  two  Federal  campus 
based  aid  programs  (EOS  and  CWS)  which  specifically  call  for* institutional 
matching,  the  size  of  the  awards  were  marginally  influenced  fay  the  level  of 
institution  mainf&rance  of  effort  funds  (Chapter* IV,  Tables  It,  12,  and  13; 
Chapter  VI,  tables  12^ and  13).    Apparently,  the  matching  fund  T^\i\Tfi^t% 
were -so  nwdest  and/or  catapus-based  Federal  aid  accounted  for  such  a  small 
share  of  available  student  aid  resources  that  the  influence  of  the  level 
'of  institutional  funds  on  packaging  was  negligTble. 

•   2.    The  Effetts  of  Studeirbv^li'^^^  Parental  ^ntrlbut^ons  '   -  ^ 

Fro©  th^pcami nation  of  the  effects  of  student  ai1&  on  parental  support, 
a  nmbtT  of  reslttts  should  be  noted,  *     »       -  '  '  '  , 


Firsts  student  aI4..sttfastttutes,  but  only  partly^  for  parental  spending* 
In  this  sense,  the  afd  Is  not  pprely  redlstrlfaujtive;*  It  has^.haportant  allocation! 
effects  as  WelU    Significantly,  financial  aid  substi tilted  least  for  parental 


contributions  from  low  Income  and  minority  famlltes  (Chapter  VI Figures  1  and  3)* 


--Second,  the  extent  of  the  substitution  for  par^^^Csupport  differed  among 
*   '      ^  -  <  *   '  V 

types  of  aid*    Holding  total  aid  fixed,  an  Increase  fn  ^e  grant  and  scholarship 

♦  * 

aid  coc^onent' induced  a  smaller  substitution  fpr  parental  support  only  among 
low  Income  families.    WIthTn  higher  income  gfoups*  student  loan  al^^bstjtuted 
less,  and  tera-ti'me  earnings  more,  for  the  parent^  contribution  than  did  all  aid 
(Chapter  VIII,  Table  7).  \j       \  ' 


Taken  together,  these  results  suggest  an/^^fftcrait"  pcTcakgrtgnstrategy 
of  more  total  al^  composed  of  relatlvety^-^feater  amounts  of  g4f;paid  ta  low 
income  and  minority  students  and  less  total  aid,  with  relatively  greater 
amounts,  of  loan  aid,  to  higher  income  students*^  §ych  a  strategy  would  tend 
to  mintmize  the  substltutTon  of  financial  aid  for  parental  cont r {but ions •     .  y 

The  empirical  test^  of-.the  parj^tal  con trVbut ion  function  ted  to  other  s 
conclusions.    1)  Parents  of  minority  and  female  as  well  as^talended  freshmep 
tended  to  contribute  more  toward  educational  e^enses  (Chapter -VH J ,  Table  5)« 
In  ^Tt,j  the  former  results  could  reflect  a  perception  of  the  Improvln^v^ 
eraployjnent  prospepts  for  minority  and  female 'col  lege  graduates,  perhaps  due 
to  affirmative  action  Initiatives'  (Chapter  VIII, ..Table  5).    2)  Parental  knowledge 
about  postsecondary  education  alternatives,'  as  measured  by  the  educational  attain- 
inent  of  the  parents  significantly  influenced  the  levelof  parental  support  (Chapter 
Table  5).    Since  lew  income  families  are  likely  to  be  headed  by  parents  wlth^ 
*^llmi ted  knowledge  (educational  attainment),  additional,  disproportionate 
fjnanclal  inducements  may  be  required  to  promote  equaHty  of . access^  and  choice. 


Mot  only  counseUng  progrgras  at  hfgh  schools,  but  also  a.ddltfonal  financial 
Incentives  ~  via  student  aid^in  the  sort  run  —  will  be  necessary  to  overcome 
the  information  and  educatlpn  gap  within  these  househoTds. 


JC*   Concluding  Note  -  ^.         ^ '* 

The  results  of  this  stirfy,  and  the  Inpllcations  for  Federal  student 


assistance  ef:^rts,  must^e  viewed  with  some  care  and  caution.  ^  In  any 
undertaking  of  this  nadbre,  data  limitations  temper  the  strengtit  of  $he 
conclusions.    Two  limi^tions  should  be  noted*    Firsts  somewhat  severe 

report in|r3nd  missing  data  problems  required  manipulations^ of  the  ^rvey 

^  -  -/ 

responses  and  a  re^eighting  of  the  subsarople.    By  themselves,  t^ies^-ad*' 

justments  do  not*^rr^t  fo^^e  gaps  and  errors.    Rather,  theV  reflect  a 

best  judgement  In  attempting  to  compensate  for  the  biases  which  could  ^ 

» result.    Second,  the  studeni  data  refer  primarfly  to  the  pre-BEOS 'academic 

year  of  1972-73.    Available  student  aid',  particularly  Federal  aid,  has 

mushroomed  since  that  year.    Office  of  Education  need-base5  grant  aid  alone 

increased  nearly  800  perceJ^t  in  the  intervening  four  years.    These  are 

not  marginal  thanges.    Hence,  thedirecf  application  of  the  study  results 

to  current  conditions  will  be  limited.  ^ 

Still,  the  more  basic  result  is  not  altered.    Student  aid  does  affect 

Institutional  and  family  decision  making- fn  several  key  ways.    To  the  ex* 

tent  that  the  study  methods  and  results  help  to  illuminate  these  effects, 

the  promise  and  limits  of  student  aid  in  achieving  equal  edqcatlon 

opportunity  and  other  national  goals  will  be  better  understood, 

•  * 


<  i 


•  / 


ERic: 


:    ■  r     /  LIST  PF  VARIABLES  m  BATA''  SOURCES 

Financial  Atd  Variables  ,  /  *     •  ' 

Ai,jc  •  I*"  type  of  ^Inanci^l  aid  offered  and  awarded  to  Individual  student  ic 
(KU  First  FolloMip,* question  4?)       •  "  ^ 

♦  -  -    '  .  •     ^^"^  - 

»  JlECEiPT  «  receipt  of  aid: 

fc         #  *  ''^» 
1,  ■   any  aid  (non-zero  amounts '^ths.'at  leasjt  one  of  lines 
'     ■-  2,  3»  7  through  25^28^  29,  or  30). 

0   «   no  aid  .     *   -  ^ 

A2jk  "  TOTALAID  «^olIar  amount  of  all  financial  aid  received 
.    w  (lines  2  plus  3,  plus  lines  7 -through  14  or  line  28,  plus 

lines*  15  througji  20  or,line-23,  plus  lines  21  through  2§^or 
lloe  30).       ^  ^  '     ,  * 

A3     «  GRANT  «  dollar  amount  of  grar^t  jnd  s;^olarsbIp<,a|id^  Sum/t)f 
^  ^"tall  grant  and  scfiolarship  funds  received  from  spec I-f I c  pro- 

grams,   (lines  7  through  14,  or^llne  28). 

Aj^     «  WORK  «  dollar, amotmt  of  earnings  reported  from  job  heia^durlng 
'     ^school  year    (sum  of  lines  2  and  3)».  - 


^5  k  *  ^^f^  *  dollar  amount  of  proceeds  from  all  lo^s  used  to  meet 
'     ^educational  expenses    (sum  of  Unes  15  through  20,  or  line  29). 

Ag  1^  «  BENEFiT     dollar  ambunt  of  funds  received  from  Federal  ai^d  , 
*       State  Income  transfer  programs,  including  VA,  Soctal  Security 
and  Welfare  benefits    (sum  of  lines  21  through  25 >  or  line  30). 

A7     ^  FEDAID  »  dollar  amount  of  Federal  aid    (swn  of  lines 'Y,  7* 
/' .     8,  10,  11,  12,  15,  16,-18,  19,  20,  and  Ag^^.  . 

Ag  Jc'«  FEDGRT  «  dollar  amount  of  all  grarvt  and  scholarship  aid. reported 
'       fromJ^ederal  sources.    Includes  SEOGXBEOG),  ROTC,  Nursing, 
*  or  Health  Professions  scholarships*  (sum  of  lines  7f  8,  10,  11, 
and  12).  •  .  . 

Ag     «  FEDWRK  «  dollar  amount  of  Earnings  from  Federal  College  Work- 
Study  programs  "(line  2).     %        *         .     .     /  ^ 

^O^k  ^  FEDLOAft  «  dollar  amoimt  of  proceeds  from  Federal  loan  programs. 
^       Includes  FISL  and  State  loans,  NDSL,  Nursing  9fS(ealth  Pn>fesslons 
*loans  c  (sum' of  lines  15,  16,  18,^19,  and  ^0) ♦ 


525  ' 


k  PACKAGE  •  ccxnppsltfo/i  of  financial  aid  package  ^compares 
•■-  *  throtjgh  Ag^i^y.  •  '  ' 


0     «   no  aid      ^  ' 

/ 

1,  «.-'grant  only /(only  A5     >  qT  "  • 

2  «  v^ork  only  (6n1y  (<k^\^  >  0) 

3  *    loan  only  \ohly  A5^k.>  0),  . 

\    «  benefits  only  (only  Ag-^k  >  0)  * 

■   grant       woric  (only  Aj^jc  >  0  arfd  A^  ^  ^  ^)"/ 

^    '  *       '*     »    ' 

«  jjrant  and  loanr'  tonly^3,k  >  0  and.  A5^|«^  >.0)  \ 

*_  grant  an^H^eheflts  (only         >  0  and  Ag^j^  >  0) 


4-  nBfrf:^ 


5 
7 


J 


8  »   work  and  ItJan.  (only  A^^j^  >  0  and  Aj     >  0) 

9^  »  "work.«rrd^benefIt4f  (only  A4     >  0  and  Ag  fc}* 

10  »    loan  and  benefits  (oflly  Aj^j^  >  and  Ag^j^  >  0)  ♦  ^ 

11  -/grant,  work,  and  Ijoans  (only  k^^}^  >  0,  Aij  ]^  >  0,  and  Aj^j^^  0) 

12  «  _grant,  work,  and  l5enef!fs 

C   _(on1y  A3^i;  >  0;  Aip^>  a,  and  Ag^i^  >  0)  ^  ^ 

13  *   grant,  loan,  and  benefits 

,     (only  Aj^i^  >  a,  Aj^j^  >  0,  ^nd  Ag^|^  >  '0X  \ 

14  work;' loan, ^ and  benefits  '  /.% 
(only  Aif^j^  >  0^,  A5  ^     6,  and  Ag     >  0) 

J' 

15  '^■^   all  types  _  ,  * 

{Aj^,^  >:0,  A^;^  >,0,  A5     >  0.  and  Ag^^  >  0)  - 
AIDSOURCE  -  source  of  afd: 


1 

2 
3 


no.  aid 


Federal  aid  only 
(Ay^Ic  Is  flon-zera  and  equaJ  to  t^^^y)* 

»    Fe'deral  and  non-Federal  aid 

(Aj^k      non^zero  &nd  less  than  Aj  j^)^ 

»   non-Federal  aid  only 
*  (Ay^j^  Is  zero  jnd  ./f^^k  fs  non-zero)# 


52a  ; 


Ai^  u  «  EdG  «  dollar  amount  of  Edyca'tlonal  Opportunity  Grant  (amount 

AOL*  u       f**^  type  of  financial  aid  offered  by  the  Institution  alternatlve^fi 
^  '      to  Individual  jtudent  k  (NLS  FJrst  Follow-Up,  questions ^82  to  84). 


r 


AO 


^^j,^!^  »  RECEIPT  «  receipt  of' offer         :  .  ■ 

T  «  any  offer  (for  InstJt^^J^n  altematlvesi  • 
a  non-zero  amount"  for  any  Item  In  82d, 
83d,  and  8^>.  -  -       '  *  .   "N  - 

0  «  no  aid    '  ^ 


AO2  h  1^  ■  TOTAL-AID  •  dollar  amqurit-of  all  financial  aid  • 

*  \     offered  (for  Institution  altennatlves,  the'sum  '  . 

of  amounts- for  a?!  Items  In  82d,  S3d,  anjd^fit^d).    ^  y 

AO^  h  k  *  S'^ANT  »  dol  lar '•amount  of'^rant  and' schalarfhlp  ^ 

'  '      aid  offered  by  institution  h  (for 'Institution  -  '         *  ^i^*' 
aVtematlves,  the  amount  reported  In  the  "scholarship^^ 
_  Item  In  82d,  '83d,  and  tkd).  ^  —  ^  " 

AO,  ^  .  »  WORK  «  dollar  amount  of.tenn-tfme  work  aid  offered., 
•    '*>h,Jc         Tnstftutlon  li  (for  Institution  alternatives,^-  J, 

the  amount  reported  In  the  Hpromlsed  job"  ftem 

In  §2d;'83d,  and  8.4d).^  '   *  ; 

AOr  h  k  *  '■^^  *  dollar  amount  of  loan  atd.offfered  b^y^^  ^  -  * 
'       Institution  h  (for  Instltuflon:aIterhat}ves>  the  ^   ,  . 

amount  reported  In  the  "loan'Mtem  In  $2d,.  83d,  [  \    ^  ^ 
and  8W).  ,         £^  '  * 


■6^ 


^i-l-     B^-'  yam11v/Stu3eftt  Variables    -  '    ,       .  -  '^       •    ,  -j' 

e  Is  talien" 


-  ">     '  ■  .* '  ■   -  *  ■ "  •  . 

'Yij-i  parents*  Income,  as  Sported  by  student  fn  "feSYRQas.    Income  ^, 

to  be  mid-pofnt  of  Interval.    Incomes  are  deflated  td  1972  dollars     '  y'. 
~  ^by  m  for  those  providing  locome  data  In  the  &n  of  1373  on  the  / 
Foraj  B  FoWow-Up    (see*  U.sriOepartijienf  of  Corrr«rc.fr  4^97^)).  ♦   i  • 

Vi,  „  -  parents*  tncoroe  quart'lle,  established  by  responses  tO/BSYRdSj* 


■      .  1 


LeSs  than  $7»5Q0 


J- 


t  -^-^  $7,500  to'  $10,500. 
3/  •  "'  $10,500  to\$>5,000 
if       over  $15,000  *  ^, 


c  -  median  community  Income,  included\as  Interval  esrtrmate  on  the  NLS 
Master  File,  'Point  estjmatess  are  taken  as  pild-pQlhts -of  Intervals. 


jiTan  'coninun I  ty  .  family  Income  qUartlle 

1  «p   Less  than  $7,500  ,      '  . 

2  -    ^,500  to  $10,500 

3  - -.$1i5i5d5'tQr$15,O00  ' 
--,  .   y^. .  over  $15,000  -  , 

SATi,  -  student  academic  achlevement/abfl  Ity,  roeasu4|pf  ty 'SAT-equIvalent 
•      test  scores.-   Wl\ere  no  SAT  score  Is  present ,\SAT-equlva lent  of 
•ACT  score  (from  Qhase  andjarritt  (1966))  pr  NLS_^Test  Book  Scores 
(f rom^  R.  Jackson  (1976))  is  calculated-^—  —  7 

'    SATj,  ^  ■  aohlevemerit/ablllty  quartHes,4dev8loped- from.  Radner  and 
*^     M{Uer;(1976)  and' Froonkln.  {1975);  .  ^ 


1  .«  Less  than  800 

2  -  800,  to  950"  ■  . 

3  -  950. to  1100 
k  «  over  nOQ 


4 


Rj^  «  racial/etfiQlc  group,^  as  feportecS  by  respondents  fn/iLS  survey 


.    '  AmeiFcan  fftdlan 

^   «    Black  ,  — • 
^3  fl  Hex  I  can  AmerUan' 


if.  k  «   Puerto' Rt^n  *  ^% 


5  '»  -Other  Lattn ■..  •  <% 

'6  «  Asian  American 

7  -  White  .       .  ' 

•  8  «  Oth^r 


Rk,c  "cpndensed  racfa^yetJrnic^Jdentfficatlonff- 


1^  m  Whfte 


2  »  Black 
J  ■  Other 


«  student  sex  ^  •  • 

«   '  *  *  - 

.  1    -  Male  . 

FCj^)  »  UNEED  *  Unmet  need,  defined  as  total  co§ts_pf  attendance^ 

TCjc  j«s  exoected  fanrMy  contribution,  F^,-^coi^t rained  to  ' 
be  greater  tfiari  zero*       _  .  _  " 

total  costs  of  attendance,  including  stated  tuition  and  fees^  room  ; 
^L^hd  board,  transportation,  books  and  suppj les^^and  miscellaneous  expenses 

«  expected  family  contribution,  as  simulated  from  CSS  geed  analysis 
methodology*    Sum  of  expected  parents  contrlbtrCTon  (PCj^}  .plus 
'.student  contribution  ($400  f rom  j^^reshnjart  men,' $300  from  Freshnian 
women)*  .    *  *  .  / 

«  ayai'lab,^.  income,  as  simulated  from  CSS  need  analysis  *  ^ 

methodology*    l^espons^  to'BSYRQ93>  using  Income  Interval  mid-points* 
As&um^s  lO^jjercent  of  [assets  are  available  as  income  "supplement*^' 
Net  worth  estimated  atl  $1 ,000  for  every  $1,000  of  Income,  Deduct 
family  size  offets  {CSS  ^1970* VT^^^f^^nd  Federal  tax  accocdjog^ 
to  BSYR(i85A.  .  Deduct  $600  per  "dther**  dependent,,  using  response  .     ^.  , 

to  bsyrqssb. 


actual  parental  contribution,' from  FFU(l47,\  line  4*    Increased  In 
the  aJDbunt-of'$80  per  month  to*  reflect  In-kind  parental  support 
for  room  and* boards  If  these  costs *aria  not  reported  b^  thje  student* 


*  ■ 


siblings  dependent  on  parents,  or  guardian,  BSY^IQBSA, 
siblings  *enrol  Jed  ;Col lege,  BSYRQSyv*   >  * 


EDu  «  educational  attainment  of » parents  tn  yea^s  (attainment  of  mothef 
or  female  guardian  used  If  eduiatl-on  of  father  or. male  guardian 
■  not  present).    Response  to  FFU(i7^  converted  to  years  as  follows; 


-  Years  of  Education 

■   "--^     •   -1  - 

-  8 

/ 

10 

-    ^  12 

> 

,1        "  - 

'  4 

-  -  ;    ^  ■  • 

-  7 

/ 

♦ 

9 

-    '               20  , 

1 


r 
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Cv  ■  fristltutlon  Vartables  .  •      '.'      '  ' 

lTtP:«  tn'stltUtlon  typi  and  control.   An  augmented  Institutional  classification 
scheae,  tapping  the  HED,,  Gamegle,  Tripartite, 'and  NLS  coding. 

;    '  ,  '1  »lPubHc  University    -     (HED)  /  '  '  ' 

•         2       futile  Four  Year -I  "  *  (HED  +  CSmegle  LE  22)  ^  '  * 

5  «   Public  Four" Year  11       (HEB  +  Carnegie  ST  22) -  , 

>y     '4'-  Public  Two- Year       *     (HED)    ^  .  .  '  ,    ,  ^  . 

.     5.  -.^Private,.  University.  .  (HEO>.  .      ~  _ 

:   .    ,  6  -  .  Private  Four  Year  1       (HED  +  Carnegie  iE  22) 

-  '    ,'  ■  '    '     •  "      -     ,  /         .  '  ■  ■ 

7*  »  Private  Four  .Year  11      (HED  +  Cam^gle  GT  22)     y       »    .  > 

*  ■  '  .  '\    -  '    .  t 

8  »   Private  Two'  Year  (HED) 

9  *.  Proflt-Haking    ,  .       (Tripartite)  1  * 

10  «   Vocational  '.(Tripartite)      /   ■  .    '.  ' 

\\ flther  •  '    ?  '  {Tripartite^      •  .  ^  . 

Yg  -  .median  adjusted  gross  family  Incocoe  of  undergraduate  st'u<^ts  ^J^^fe 
In^tltutlonr  attended^    Calculated  from  1373-74  data  supplied  by  the 
Institution  00  the  Tripartite  application  (USOE  (1972)),  Section  HI, 
Part  A*    The  mId-po?nt  of  * each  income  Interval  was  used  as  a  point 
estimate,  weflghfed  by^  actual  itfidergraduate  ^rollmen'ts  fn  each 
Interval  (part-time  students  are  counted  as  one-third  of  a  full-  , 
time  enrollment).    The  resulting  Incoipe  estlmate  Is  deflated  to 
(1972- dollars  by  M%    (see  U,S.  Department  of  Commerce  U9F4)), 


Ys^q  «  mejJIarf  Institution  family  Income  quartile, 
.  1^  «:  Less  than  $7,500  v 
'      •  2   -    $7,500  to  $10,500  ^ 
3.  «    $10,500  to  $15,000  ' 
4  »  over  $15,000  - 


/ 
/ 


SATg--  median  student  academic  achlevcment^^a&nrty      isidergrad^ajje  students 

at  the  Institution  atteaded,  as  repogted  to  ACE  by  postsecondary  Instl- 
;tutlottS.  (ACE  (1974  ».    Measured  by'SAT-equIvalfent  test  scores.  -Jfljere 
<    .no  SAT  score  Is  available,  SAT  equIvaJeot  of  ACT  score  (from  Chase 
.  and  Barritt  (3966)l'rs  calculat%d, 

"  •■  '  •.  - 

sJh*.  a  •     median  Institution- achleveJDent/abll I ty  qiartlles,  developed 
^''^        from  Radner 'and  Mil fer-(  1375)  and  Froomklo  tI9?5).i;    "   ^^^^  ^ 


-  -  •      .       '        -     1  *«   Less  than  800  or  no  score     '  .  \  '  : 

:       '  2       800  to  950  '         "         .       '  '  ■ 

3  »  950  to  1100  _  •  ,  '     .  .  r  " 

^' -     .      >^  •  .  /  ,  ,      .      '  '  .  ♦     '  ^  ^   • '  - 

,  .  over^llOO    '-^  ^  ^  .  *  'e  % 

----  .       .        ^     /    '  ^..r.:         /  .    .  -         ,       -    .       '  '  . 

Ri^«  Instftutlon  raclal/et^Tc  group,  from  HED  (HCES  (1^7^b)),\  : 

*  .       >  1   «  preda^fnantly  white  .  .  ^ 

2  «   predominantly  Black  ♦  '  ^ 

Xh  -  Instltutlon-sex,  from  HED  (HCES  {197^b))*  ,  _ 

1  *«   roen"^  ^  ^      *    ^  > 

'       2   «   women -'^  .  '  . 

■         .  '  3-  ^  coed  '    ^  '  '  - :  "  —  - 

IHST  »  Total  resources  allocated  for  InstructTonal  purposi^^er-werghted 

FTE.    Total  resources  taken  from  HEGIS.  (UeES  (197%)),' Part  A,      ,    " .»  . 
Section  I,  Items  A,  B,  C,  and  D/  ,  • 

TI:  -  Stateditultlon  and  fees  per  we  I  ^ted  FT£,  from  HED*  (HCES--{1974b»; 
•    '  Wh^re  Institution-reported  tuUIon  ^nd  fees  are  not  present,  student 

response  to  FFUClif6BA",  converted  to  9  Bonth"  basts",  Is-  used, 

.    G»  Federal,  State,  4nd  local  govemroenT.subs I dy  per  weighted  FTE.         .  , 
Totaf  arount  of  subsidy  from  HESIS  (HCES  tl974c)).    Part  A, 
Section  l,-4teni  B,  '  * 

•  •        -  -  '  ■  I',  '  '  * 

V      .  I  »  Endohlaent  Incotne  per  weighted  PTE.    Total  amount  of  Income  frbra 

HESIS  (HCES '(igy'Jc)),  Part  A,  Section  I,  Item  C.  "  ■  . 

p  s  Private  gifts  and  bequests  per  weighted  PTE,   TotaT  amount  of 
dollars  frora.HEGIS  (HCES  .(igj'jc)).  Part  A,  Spctlotj.      Item^O.  » 

•  Bi  »  total  student  aid  bjudget  for  the  f^^  .type  of  ffaianclarald,  per      •  ^ 
.  weighted  PTE,  .  , 

,  '  Bi  «  DISCFUND  -  Institutional  discretionary  student  aldffirfds,  per  ^ 

-'  .      'weighted -FTE.    Total  amount  of  funds' taken  from  Tripartite 

'        •  application  (USOE  (1972)),  Sectlbn  I,  Item.  26  or  29,.  Institution-. 
^reportJd  '^Intenance  of  effort"  funds  are  used.    These,  do 
noaUxjclude  any  aid  7t©t  control  led- by  the  Inst UutTon,  such  as 

•  5ta»lscholarshlps,  Social  Secuslty,and-V^  payments,  and  the 

Federal  share  of  CWS  and  HDSL  disbursements.    For  Institutions 
'  vhlch  did  not  participate  In  the  Federal  CWS-or  EOG .programs, 
*  J  ^     '         DISCFUNO  Is  the  sum  of  student  aid  grant  expenditures  from  _ 
y<1       •  HESIS  (HCES  (197^c)),  ^(1^,  Sectldn  lO  plus  tfie  institution' 


ERIC 


sharer  of  HDSL  dlsbursemHII  (USOE  (1972)). 


B2  «jiWSFUHD  «  1972-73  Institutional  gross  compensation  to  sfeidents 
'     ^per  weighted  FTE,   Arobunt  of  funds  taken  from  InstItatlon*s 

Tripartite  application  (USOE  (1972).),  Section  HI,  Part  B,  J 

Item  57b,  '  -     .  ^ 

*  ■  » 

B,j«  MDSLFBHD  «  1972-73  approved  level  of  HDSL  lending  per  weighted  / 
.      FTE,"  Anxaiint  of  funds  taken  fjwj'  Institution's  Tripartite 
.  appTfcatloft  (USOS  (1972)),  Sectiort-ITl,  Part  B,  item  59£>*,^  ' 

Bt^  1HITE06  -  T972-73  initial  year  EOS  disbursements  per  weighted 
FTE,  Anount-  of  funds  taken  from  Institution's  Trlpai:tlte 
.    appl  Icatfon  (ul3H?972) ) ,  Section  111,  Part  B,  I  tea'  56b  v 


/ 


weighted  undergraduate  full-time  equlvat ent» enrol lnient»  froa 
HCESr  (197^).   Calculated  according,  to  the  following  forraula^  ' 

WTDFTE  «  1.0*  (FTU'+  .33PTU)  -i-  2.5*(FTS  +^53PT6} 

where,  * 

VTOFTE  »  weighted  wdergraduate  ful1-tl«  equivalent  enrSIlfdent 

FTU'«^  full-time  undergraduate  enrolliaest 

'       -  PTTJ  »  part-tliae  undergraduate  enrol  liaent 

'  FTG  -  full-tiise  graduate  enrollsient 

FTG  «  part-time  graduate  enrol IswTt^ 

Hissing  undergraduate  ^d  all  graduate  enrollments'  taken  frora 
Trlpart4te  application  (USOE  ,(1972)),  Section  II-    Graduate  total  . 
«irollroents  converted  to  1972-73  graduate  PTE'S  by  applying  a  factor 
of  .7.  .  • 


^33 


/ 
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^     '^a^lfear  SistnEnait  (selecied  parts) 

•  -r"^  *     .  '  ' 

Dear  High  School  Senlon.  ." 

-  .  •       ,  :  '  .1 

Thank  you  for  accepUng  the  Invitation  to  participate' in  the  national' 

LONGITUOINAL  STUDY  OF  THE  HIGH  ^OOL  CLASS  ^  1972.  The  ^anSWerS'yOU 

and  Other  students  provide  will  help  in  the  conOnuIng  effort  to  plan  new 
and  t)etler-sdiool  programs  for  future  students  across  the  United  Slates. 


NATIONAL  LONlaiTUQINAL  STUDY  OF  THE  HIGH  SCHOOL  CLASS  OF  3972 

^        Student  Questionnaire 


SCHOOL  CQO£ 


STWEHT  MmBCR 


USTKAUE 


I 


I '%  1 .1  I  r  1 


(oBdJ:ted 


O  f  - 
ERIC 


Pftpiifttf  tec  tb« 
UNfTEO  STATES  0F?1Ce  OF  EOUCATKW 
BY  e)UCATION^  TESTINQ  SEHVJCE  Q  Pfll^*CETOH.  NEW  4EftSEY 
SPRING  1972 

■  534  . 


4  — 


I*' 


Studtnt  Number 


Sex' 


 2' 


DsU  of  BIrtft 

Mo. 

Day 

Y««r 

1. 

1 

1 

Pf      corapitt*  tbt  infonttstloa  abov*. 


A 


section'  Your  high  school  erperiences ...        i  . 

Please  answoifevery  question  anleasyou  aie  asked  t^d^  to  another  one.  You  may  onntany  qocsaoo  thatj 
you  or  yoor  t^rents  would  consider  objectionable.  .    '  nJ 


 ■  ^  -  .  ■  y 

BSIRQl  1.  Whtn  do  you  expect  to  graduate  from  hfgffcscljfoo!? 


t 


(drdft  ont.) 

 i 


r 


I  ^  leave  high  acbool  beforp  I  graAiate. . .   

New  throu^  June  1972  .  - . . .  .h*?.  . 

July  or  August  3372/.  . 

September  1972  through  Januar^  1573,.^  1  ,,..--.4  % 

,       _  Febrttary  ^hrou^  JttBel973..,4  5  , 

After  June  1973   ./..^......8 

■   ■  •  ■    _  ;  ■ 

•  BSIRQ2  2.  Which  of  the  foHowing  best  describes  your  present  high  school  progf  am? 

{Cf^e'jOrtt.)  - 

•*  *  • 

.    '  '       QiassA.  •  *  •  -1 

Academic  or  coll^  preparatory  ••2 

"^^'^  *  Vocational  or  technical: 

Agricultural  occupations*-' —  -   .3 

Busineaa  or  office  occupations  -  *  '4 

Distributive  education   *  * .  -5 

Health  occupations  ,  6' 

Home  economics  ocoipations  *  -  > . . .  / 

 8' 


Trade  or  iiKiustrial  occupations 


535 
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•  stAfcr 


SECTION  For  eveocyone . . 


Please  ajxsvt^evefy  question  onless  you  are^ asked  to  skip  %o  another  oz^  Yoo  may  oojut  an^  question  that 
yop  or  your  parents  would  cijnskicr  objectkjnable.      •  y  -  *  .  , 


BSYRQ81    8L  If  ther«  wtre  no  obstadts,  what  would  you  most  Ilka  to  b9  doing  during      ytar  after  you  feaye  high 


school? 


Woridng  fioU-time  * . .  .01 

Entering  an  apprenticeship  or  on*tbe*job  ^ 
training  program.  ^  .  a  02  • 

Qoing  into  rcgtJar  military  service  or  to  a 

•  service  academy.     03.  , 

Being  a  fiifl-^ime  bomemaker,      .1   -   i  -04 


Attending  a  vocational,  technkal,  trade,  or 
business  adaool. . .  r  .......  


.05 


BSYRqSZ 


Taking  ccademic  courtes  at  a  junior  or 
community  college..  ........ .   ...06  ^ 

^ '   Taking  technical  or  vocational  subjects  at  a 

junior  or  community 'college,     .  -  07 

Attending'a  four-year  college  or  university, .08 

\     Working  part-time.   .'...1..-.09 

Other  (travd,  take  a  l»eak,  no  plans)  10 

«  '  »  * 

S2.  Are  you  a  veteran  of  ttie  U*  Su  armed  services? 

tCircleooe.)  -  ^ 

•  .  No.  ....^...^  ^^.....,..,-.,,1 

•  ^   •    Y«U    -  .2 


3iSYHQ83 


^  Oo  you  have  a  physical  condition  that  limrts  the  kind  or  amount  of  work  you  can  do  on  a  job? 

card*  one.) 

No    .^..^  ^  ..-V  1 

Yea.........  2     ,  - 


BSIBQ84    84.  How  dp  you  describe  youi^tf? 


<Circt«  oo«*> 

American  Indian.    -T    r  -  *  -  ^ 

Black  or  Afro-American  Or  Negro  . . »  /.  2  . 

Mexican-American  or  Chicaiio.  . .    ! . 

^Puerto  Rican ,     ,  .      -      ,  :  4 

Other  Ladn-American  on^n  . .  ^   

Or^|tital  or  ASian-American. ....      .  ^ 

Wiut^ Dr  C^ucaaan. .    .    .       -  .  .  "7 

Other..  8 


.  .  6- 


31 
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MMTiNUCO    55.  How  many  o(^our  Brothers  and  ststers  and  other  persons  are  dependent  on  yo  vparents  or  suardlan 

'     'for  flnandal  support?    •  ,  - 

«  (Circit  one  number  in  each  colunm*} 


None* . . .  -\ 


^         Srothers  Othtr 
-  '  end  sisters  ^mwk% 

 /.  \..  V  :..-0,.#v--0 

One  •  A.. ..^:.../L 

Two  I  2  ,..2 

mee,...-.  >  ^  '  r  .•-.3.,..-^*., 3 

Focr.   .4  4 

Five  ......  .  - . .  ?  ^  ,  :  -ufe'.  5-> . .  J .  * .  -  ,5 

Six  or'niore.*'.    S  .6-'  - 


4.. 


::::::  ■ . 


'  ■  .  '  ••  ►  BSIRQSSA   BSISQ853^  - 

BS7BQ86   85.  How  many  persons  other  than  yoursetf  are  dependent  on  you  for  financial  support? 

'  '  (Cirdt  eat.) 

^Noue   0 

One   1  ' 

TVoor  more. . .  •.  2 

BSYSQ87  jg7.  How  ntany^f  your  brothers  or  sisters  will  be  in  college  nextlafl? 

(Clrde.oat.)  * 

•  .  None.    •.  ;..............................)  -.0 

One.....  

Two..   .   -v"-;. 

_  Three.-  .  -  -  .^^v. ...................  .3 

^   Fouror more.  ,    A 

BS7BQ88    88.  Is  English  Uie  language  spoken  most  often  in'your  home?     '        '       .  , 

'      No   1 

Yes   .   '.  ...2 

35IEQ89    BSi.  ^oi^  long  have  you  lived  In  the  community  in  which  you  now  Uve? 

.    ^  '  (^rcle  oofc) 

Allmy  life  ..........4 

^ '  "  Ten  or  xxx>re  years  %  . .  '  2 

Five  to-ten  years. .    ^   *   .3 

Thr»  to  four  years  . .  .^^ .  .4^\ 

^  '  Od^  to  two  years.  ...  .  

"     .  *       L«e  than  one  year  


90*  What  was  the  higliest  educational  level  each  of  the  folfowfng  parens  completed?  Jf  you.3re  not  sure^  ^^kbkuco 
/pfeasefiWe  your  test  SUMS.  ,^  /  .  *  ^ 

(C^e  one  n^^m&er  fi^  e§^  columo«>  ' 


-1 


fath.f  r  or  /   Mother  or  Oldest 
--ttitli         femtlt      bfothtr  or 
aaardlin      j;^rd{,in    ,  ^  sixler 

\  r^.l 


-2^. . 
.3..,. 
.4.;.. 


BSYRQ92 


Doesz^t  apply. . .  *  -  [%  

Did  not  corngfete  hij^  (sedrmdaTy)  adx)bl. , ,  /.*   

^  '  Suiisbed  Ingh  s^ool  or  ^i^uivalentr.  ! . .  ! . . 

Adult  education  programi^-   T  «  ".4.     . .     ,4,  ".  -.r*4  ^ 

Busmeaa  or  trade  echool  rr,  .  .5./..  /^5-.&  ;5 

Some  college.  ;  ]  *    6  •  •  .6. 1  ,i§ 

Knahed  college  (four  years)  .V.  ^   7  ,  7   .\7  % 

Attended  graduate  or  professional  school  (for  example,  law  o^ 
- "    medical  school),  but*  did  not  attain  a  graduate  or  professioim^ 

-  degree  -  . . ,  8. . .  .8^/.  ,|  ^ 

Obtained  a  graduate  or  professional  degree  Xfor  example,  MJC,    ,    .  \^ 
PhJD.^ or^^IJD.)    '  ....  .9  , . .9.  , .9  ' 

BSYRQ90A  'BSYRQ90B  BSYRQ9CfC 

91,  As  far  as  you  know»  how  much  schooling  do  your  father  and  mother  <or  guardf^  want jou  to  get? 

{Clrde  one  numbtr'jn  each  col&nn.)  ^ 

J^ithtrdr  ^  Hotbe^or 
malt  "ftrntie 
.  ,     ^       guardUn       guaridlin  * 

Wants  me  to  quitliigh  school  without  J^^uating  . , .  , . . .  ^ . .  J . . . . .  A .  1  .1  ^ 

Wants  me  to  graduate  from  high  sdK>ol  k&d/^p  there.  2  ^2 

-Wants  me  to  graduate  fro^  hi^  school  and.^hen  go  to  a 

-  vocational,  teaifncal,  teuie^  or  buamj«ftdiool^  .......^.......3...,  "^,3  ' 

Wi^ts  me  to  go  to  a  two-year  or  junior  college,. ...  .....   - .  .4. .  4 

wMts  me  to  ga  to  a  four*year  college  or  university.  , . .  ^.  5. .  5 

Wanti^.me  to  ^o^a  graduate  or  professional  school  after 
gradttating  from  four*year  college  or  university   6 .  6 

Idonlknow  ........  ^.    .    ^^7^^.  .;,./7 

*^  BSYRQ91A  BSXRQ91B 

'92*  What  religion  were  yoti  brought  up  In?  >        '  * 

(Cf  rde  one.) 

ftotcstant  K  , .  1 


/ 


4 


> 


Roman  (Catholic  -  • . .   -  2 

Other  Christian. . ;  ^rr  .3 

Jewish...  \  .....4 

Other  (for  example.  Eastern  reli^ns)   * ...  .5 

None   *t  S 


I. 


53S 


r 
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:    COKtWUtO.    93.  Wlwt  Is  th»  approxImaU  Incoms  before  taxes  of  your  parents  (or  guardian)?  include  taxable  and 

-    -*  -  taxablalncome-fromall  sources-  -  .  ' /«,  . 

'          /i         '  -  ,  X,  .  -    '  (C[rcI»ont.} 


-  % 


'l^^thanSSibOOayear  (abbut^a  wedcorIes8)  01 

Bctweeii.$3,000  an4  S5^  a  year  {firom  S60  to  . 

•    $119  a  week)  T.-.,  02 

,  Between  $6,000  aai  $7,499  a  year  (from  $120, to' . 

^  i     $l49^awedc)...  ..l.-.Oa 

Betrwcea'$7^  and  $8^  a  year  (from  $150 

^^^AwedO-----^  •   ^ 

'  Betweeif  $9,000  and  $10,499  a  year  {from  $18Q  to 

$209«^«^)...'  ...y..(^ 

Between  $10,500  and  $11,999  a  year  (from  $210  to 
.$239  a  week):    ^ 


^    Between 512,000  and  $13,499  a  ^Xfrom  $240  to 

'$2^  a  week)'.....  ........  .   

Between  $13,500  aiwi  $14,999  a  yca^  {from  $270  to 
$299  a  week)  '   -  

Between  $15,000  and  $18,000  a  year  {from  $300  to 

$359  a  week),', -|-  -  -  -  -  -  — 

Over  $1S,000 a  year  (gixnit  $360^wedc  or  more).. 


07 

.03 
.09 

:io 


34,  Which  of  the  following  do  you  hava  fn  your  home? 


BSYEQ94A  ^  A  specific  place  for  stiaiy. .  . 

'BSYRQ94B        Da3y  newspaper  . .  .^^^  

''BSYRQ94C       Dictionary:...,.   -  ... 

BSYRQ94D        Encyclopedia  or  otbtt'  reference  books 

BSYRQ94B  .    Magazine^. .         .  -  ............ 

BSYRQ94F       Record  player, . . 
,  BSIRQ94G      '  Tape  recorder  or  cassette  player.  . 

BSYR(J94H       0>lor  television 

^SyRQ94I      .Typewriter   • 

BS1RQ94J^^     Electric  dishwasher,    -  .    -  -  

BSYRQ94K       Two  qr  more  cars  or  trucks  that  nm. . 


(C{|:cfe  one  mamb«r  on  each  I  the.) 
Kavo       Do  not  Yit^ 

 ...i.*^......2 

 2 

 2 

 2. 

)..,..:.2 
'  ........2  : 

 -.2' 

 '2 

...2 

  ^ 

........2 


ERiC 


BSYRQ95    95*  Which  best  describes*  the  location  of  the  place  fn  which  you  live?  -  , 

^  *  .{Circle  one*} 

*"   In  a  mral  or  fanning  community  1 

In  a  small dty  or  to^  of  fewer  than  50,000  people 
tlxet  is  nota  subU^  of  a  larger  place   >-2 

7  .  In  a  medium-^zeddty  (50,000-100,000  people)  3^ 

In  a  suburb* of  a  medium-sized   -  -  /.  ^  -  4^ 

^  In  a  large  dty  (100,000-500,000  people)   ...  -  -  5 

In  a  suburb  of  a  iar^  dty  .,.,.1   6 

Inavery  large  dty  (over  500,000  people)-....-  7  ^ 

%  '     '  In  a  suburb  ^  a  very  large  dty  -  8 


0' 


A" 
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OPElJfeDM  FOLLOW-UP 

,(§elected  parts) 


OJil^  Ho.  51^73030  '  - 
APPROVAL  EXPIRES  9-r.74 '  ^ 


3i 


NATIONAL  LONGITUDINAL  STUDY  OF  THE'hIGH  SCHOOL  CLASS  OF  1972 

Fir^t  fbllpw-UR  -  Questionnaire 

'   '     '"  f  .      '      .  Form  B  .  ^ 


0EFO«M23S7,9m 


n   UNITED  STATES  Of^Flcioc^  EDUCATION 
Sy  RESEARD^  TRIAGE  INSTITUTE'    *flESEARCH  TRIANGLE  PAR'^ ,  N0i*T*4  CAROUNA 
'         •       .  rAtL1973     '  ,  ' 


i  - 

-  /- 


.   .  A-17 


A' 


Section  A  —  General  Information 


1»     Whtfmi  wcfalQgfww? 


FFDQIA  _   WofkfagJor  payatafuIWiTO<n'part-tti^      1  :  \ 

'  FFOQIB       ■  Taittog  vocalMSoal  or  technical  coju^  at*any  kfad  of  sdbvA  or  coII^e 


FFDQID 
,  FFOQIE 
FFOQIP 


<for  wcaUcs^  trade,  business^  or  other  career  training  ^  ^  '  *  - 
jdwol)  :  V  •  *  ^.....-J  ...1^^ — 


Taking  acadonic  courses  ata  two- or  four-yeafcdlege 

On  active  duly  in  the  Armed  Forces  (or  service  ac^leby)  •...^^T^ 


Homemiker  -  r.*....  ,  

Tenqwrary  lay-off  from  work,  looidng  for  wort,  or  waiting  to  x^rt  to 

work  -"^  

Other  {jriease  <^g«anbg:  ^       >  -   ) 


:A2 


/ 


FFDQ2    2.     Old  yog  complttt  Wgh  school?  ^  _ 

(finrftcoe.)  ^^ir^ 

NcstiUinhighscfiSSr.,  i—lSKIP'td  qr4l: 

No,  left  high  scfaooj.wilbout  completing  :  .T....*^....2  ,   '  Q'^"'^  . 

Yes,  graduated  .3     ^  - 

Yes.  left  high  school  without  graduating  biA  have  since 
passed  a  high  s<±ool  equivalency  test,  for  example,  the  GED  ..4 


a,     VVhon  did,yoo  ttavt  or  gr»do*te  from  tt*«  l**t  high  school  th«t  yo«  *tt«ndtd? 

*  .  Date  left:    FP0Q3A^    ^roonth)    FFRjSB'  (year) 


FACTS  ABOCrr  YOU  tN  OCTOBER  1973 


FFDQ4     4.  '  With  whom  did  yoo  liyt,  «$  of  th«  first  w«k'  of  October  im? 


CGrcIo-oot,) 

By  myself  ^ 

^,  Parents  -ji^— -  *  v  ' ^ 

Wth  husband  or  wife   •  -f.'  3 

With  oth6- relaUves   -  •  ••-•^  . 

With  personCiy  not  related  to  me  5 

FFI}Q5    i     How  would  yo«  dwcHbe  y<^  living  qo«f1tr»,     of  the  fir^  w#tk  of  OctolAr  Vfm 

-  (Grdtont.) 

.1 

.2 


'IPrivate  house  .or  apartnrait  

Dormitory  or  apartment^operated  by  a  school  or  college 

Fraternity  or  sorority  bouse  -.TT^S 

.itooming  or  boarding  house 
Other  (please  describe:_,  \  


4 

5*^ 


ERIC 


541 


l- 


r 


S6t60t.'ATTeNC»NCE  IN-0CT06ER  W3 


FFtfQ294  if*,  ^ow  plM»*  tWnk  back  «  ytar  tt  tin  Fall  of  im..Wtf»  y«i  taking  e&att  or  «o«r»M  at  any  school 

.*„   .  .    '  cftifiitt  ttw,w8fiHi  of  OetobT -5.         '  '      *'  - 

.J..:  v.  i; — fSKlFf'o  q.0}'- 


Yes 


X.  No.. :.>./.  *  f.*-^  :  i'  . 

2»b,  Htr^  «r*  sontt  wtm  othtr*  h«W  givtfi  for  NOnT  conHitwing  thtir  fontjiLiBi»cafiori  right  alt«r 
high  KhopL  Which  of  thtH  rtaions  <j)pl3f.to.yo«?  -  ,  *  /  ^ 

-  -V'-'    '  ^   '     ^  *  (arcI»ont^numbtr  on  f»cS  Ilrtt.) 

/    :  ^  "AppUtt  1^  *  Dots  not 

FtOQiSBA^'   \  receded  ta-eaninKmey>0  5^^rt  my far^  .2^ 

.rSliQ2§BB^  '  ^  .Needed  to  earnjnotiey  .before  I  couW-pay  fo^  further  education  . . .  ^ .      . .  I  • .  .  .J . .  - . .  Z  •  ^  ^ 

FPOQ^i^BC      '  Codd  not  aHord  a  foiDT-year  rol|ege or  im^   .^..•-l....--,,,-.'2 

1F0Q29BD*       Failed  Jo' find- out  in,,  time  ^bout  admis^oa  requircmenCs,;.  cost  of' 

^        attending,  availability  i)^  a  school  in  the -area,  etc.  I  ;  2 

Poor  high  school  grafles  ori)oor  scores^  coUege  ad^issiorttes^  ..2  , 

l^ck' of  high  schoolfeedils  required  for' college  entrance   .-^...-1  ,,4-^...-:-^.. -2 

Appnetffeoncocmoresdwls,  but  was- not' accepted   

Lack  of  ^  sch(5bl  within  commuting  distance  of  my  Iwme   1  ,i....2  ^ 

DScairaged  frorr^nUnujng  by  teachers  or  couHseciflV  I   2 


^.^.-^   o 


F51Jq29BP 
'tFUQZSBG 
jnJQ29BH 
i7Ug29,BI 
FFaQ29BJ 
FF0Q29BK 
E^Q29BL 
,  FF0Q2|BM 
FF0Q29Bii- 
'  FnJ029BO 
FFUQ29BP 
FF0Q29BQ 
tFUQ29BR 

\   '  


iOB^iraged  froi^ontiniiing  by  parents 
Wanted  to  enter  Alrraed  Voices  . . 

.My  plans  md  not*reqmre  more/eijcation  1  --..2 

Wanted  tor  take break  *.  :  I......... ..2/ 

planned  to  be  rtiamed  y  I  ...2 

Schooti^  not  for  me^  I  don't  like  it  — -...2 

pffered  a  job  1  wanted  *  ...t...*.^,... — *  

•Want^  toe^rri  mc^tey  for  myself   '  ir.. ...... ...'2 

Wanted  practical  ex^rience  before  going  on  to  school 


^1  yo«  *ft»rKitd  in  October  im  tht  >4mt  school  you^attondfd>  tfct  fint  wt«it  of  / 

Yes  V  ...ir..  ....i— /i/c/^/ogyW^/Vy^ 

No,  not  enrolled  in  October  1^  .2  — iSKlP ta' qfjZat ]  ' 

Nd.'enrolled -in  different  school  .....3«      .  - 


;3l. .  Vrtuhwtro  your  rtasoni.  foe  changing  KhooU? 


ICircU  ono'oumbtf  on  ta^  lintel 

AppUn        Ooti  not 
to  iT^       apply  to- mt 


V^.  - 

FFUQSIB 
.  EFUQ31D  - 

FFUQ3,m 

*FiTJQ31-I 
JrUQ3U  . 


My  interest  changed,  and  mx  former  school  did  not  offer  the  course  of  % 
•     ^Stod^  I >«;^nt^  .^.....r.../.  2 

Wanted  to  attends  less. expensive ^H*H?o^  ^  "-^ 

My  ^d^'wer^loo  low'io^tinueatiiie  formersdKwl   —  ..I  --2 

Wanted  to  beat  a  smaller  school   ......^  1.:*  2 

Wanted  to  be  at  a  larger  school  i.  -^-'/  ^^ 

Wanted  to  attend  school  closer  to  home   *  1*  2 

 I  2 


Wa^tted  to  attend  a  school  farther  away  from^  home 
Wanted ^td  attend  a  scIwjI  that'Vould  give  me  bfttcr  career 

oppdrtunilies"  ,  

'^.^Wanttd.to  attend  a  school  wherel^roulcTteel  mcrr^ 

Wanted  to  aUend  a  school  whe    f  could  maxim 
^rsonal  development  ^  ........ .  — 

Morfe  group  or  soaal  activities  of  interest  ....... 


ERIC 


:.  54-2- 


.     •  -      t  32**  Wh**         •'t*^  leuHofi  of  th»  school  you  wm  atttndlns  in  tbi  month  of  October  \f7Xt 

.  .  =        ^^pt^^prinj^donotabbrwUto.)  *         ^  ^  ,    ,  " 

'/  (omittei>    *  ,     Sdwol ^ame:       '     ..     _  '  -  •  .  .  ^ 

-         "  *        *     (Sly:  [   "~  ;  $tate:     "  .      -  » 

^'/■^  '  '        •    .  ■       .  •     .  •      '      .  r" 

.     ,  '  f    •  ,  ... 

F^Q'SaS  m, Whit  kind  of  »d»olUthU?  ^  "v.      '     *  — .    '    .  ' 

*  .  :.        •  ■       "   "    {aKfoontl)  -  * 

'  *  *  .  Vocational' lrg(te.J^iness  or  Other  career  tra^  ...,.'.r 

.  >^  Jiayor 6r  <»rainunUy coUege  awo-yea^   ^  2  •  ; 

*  '  .  Four-year  college  or  university   3 

.  ^  Othcc  (please  iJescribe:^  li:  ),....4 

r        PFW132C  32c.  school  public  45r^^  '  , 

,    •     /         *  Public../.  I-  •  •  ^ 

'      -  '  ^     Privaic   •  -  *t     ^     ,  ' 

^  33i-  Whtn  did^^^  fi^t  ^tflS  this  school?   FFUQ33AA  -  (month)  FFUQ33AB  tyttrr 

FFUQ33B  33k  .  Dtfring  Octobf  lOT^  w«r»  yog  dassifUd  by  this  school  9%  s  fu!l*Hmt  stwdtut?  .  '  , 

,         '  Yes:.;.  1.  1    ,  .  - 

^     -  •      '        -No*...,-_.-..  ....-.-^..-.2 

^  ^  33c.  ABovt  bow  Wny  hours'a  w»«k  did  yo«r  ci4ss«s  rmtt  in  tho  subftcts  Or  covrs#s  in  which  you  wtrt 

onrolM  at  tfut  Hmo?  include  ttm«  in  ttctur*s,  siiop,  Uboratan*f,  otc 

FFDQ33C    Hours  per  weeiyi, 

JPFDQ34     34.    Was  your  fitld  ot  study  or  training  area  In  October  1?72  tht  samo  as  you  tndicatfd  for  tht  first  weoV  ' 

of  Octobtf * jy737                 .4  *                   _  /  • 

\                  '  (Crdfoot.) 
/  Yes   -  ..I— (SKIP  io  q.  39.  page  t2f — > 

.      '      '     \Np.wasnlenrolle<fm  October  1973  ''^'-^^v-''''''A^sKIP  io\'  36a)  Next-page^ 

No.  nob? 'indicated  for  October  1973   :  z\  '  ^ 

Mo.differen^than  in  Octpber  1973  .....  ..  ^  .  .....A        ^  *      .     -  ^ 

•  .  35.    Ust«d  btlow  aro  soma  reasons  why  students  charSgr-^tlds  or  ^f9imTkf^  areas.  What  were  tt»e  reasons 

in  your  situation?  ...  '  • 

^       '         '  *  *       CGrcle  one  number  on  each  itneJ 

♦  V  Appli^        Dees  not  •  N 

,         r  ^•'^       apply  to  fbe 

FFUQ35A.    \  CourSfes'mpre  difficult  than  I  expected       /  /./  -..1  2'  ' 

F^Q35B  Met  people  N^th  new  ideas  ^  ....^^h^^.....^   I. ./:2     ,^  '  ^ 

•  FFUQ35C  Poor  advice  on  onginal  choice    .  .   .  l.>  .^.^1^  . ,  ^  . 

FFUQ35I^k:;,  Lade  of  information  on  jobs  related  to  original  cholge  . . .   .......^1....^  2  ,  ^  .: 

FfUQ35E       •  Content  of  courses  different  from ^what !  ejjpected   .  ,  .  .       !..... ..1 — i''     ^        »  * 

^?FOQ35F  ^  New Morniatjon  about  dther fields ^tstiMy  or  training  areas  V,,.  ..  .        I, ..>... .^..-^2 

FFUQ35G  Interest  aroused  by  courses  ' ...   ^.^  ..'   I.......  2      "  '  ^  . 

FFnQ35H    .  More  jobs  available  for  graduates^  ^he  feJd  I  changed  tp  \  .       .  .  ...     I....-    ...  2f  ; 

FF?Q35I  Otber  {please  5pcafy  _^__:_l^   ^  ^  ^  '  ^  '  '1  •  2'      -  '  j 


*  • 


SCHOOL  FINANCES 


$he  purpose  of  this  part  S  ^  learn  how  students  pay  for  th^  training  and  education  after  leaving  high  sdwoL  so 
that  nnandal  aid  program  can  be  changed  to  meet  student  needs  letter  llje  foltowing  qu^ns  ^apply  la  any 
training  ajidcducatioo  you  recent  after  leaving  high  s^  ^  . 

^  "  '  ,  *  -\ 

4|^.Jlb««t  how  mwdi  did  training  or  jcSooling  cojt  during  th»  first  y««r  «tttr  high  scfaooK  re^ardlesi  P*»^^ 
*  '    Hhn  tfa#  wcptmes  aiKHhy  mm^r  of  monthi  you,iiwr»  «i  ichool  or  training  during  tbH  ptriod.  , 
.  Total  erpcn^i  rgOQ^^AA  Soent  over  how  many  months?  Fg?Q46AB.        ■    \  •  - 


UbJ  i^w^  this  monty  sptnt? 

;       ^$?15Q46BA   Tmtion  and  fees 


47. 


•r 


gFPQ46BB 
FFUQ46BC 


Jloom  and  board 
Books  and  supplies 


%  FFDQ46BD  Transportation 

$  FFDQ46BB   Other  related  schooTexpenses  {clothing,  laundry.  ^bJ 


Coda 


^FFDQ46BF  gFDQ46BG 
(SseWtwjal  for  coding  rule3) 


In  paying  for  th««*  co$ts,  how  mwch  cam*  from  «ach  ^  tho  foUowing  *ourc«s?  IFItaM  d«i«  all  that  apply 
and  writt  i»  rt»  anwsmts.)  ,  , 

SAVINGS  OR  EVENINGS  *    '  -  / 

Own  savings  or  sumxner  earmngi^  T   01  Cf 

CoU^e  woric^study'progranB  ..--^.....-.k.-  02  ($ 

Other ^earmngs  while  lakmg  courses  .^..-.03 

INDIVIDUAL  SUPPORT  ^      ^  - 

Parents  ..'.-..04 

Husband  or  wife  -^05 

Other  relatives  or  friends   OS 

SCHOLARSHIPS  OR  GRANTS  ^4  / 

Basic  Educauonal  Opjxjrtmuty  Grant  Program  ....  «....'--.07 
Supplementary  Education^  OpportisiltywGrant  Program  ...  .03 
Q)Uege;«dx>larshi>  or  grant  from T»Uegefu^   ,......„.*.09  i% 

ROTC schotarship or sUp6)d  .....--10  cS 

Nursing  Scholarship  Program  -U  <$ 

H^th  Professions  Scholar^p  F*rogram   .12  i% 

State  scholarships  .-l3 

Other  scholarships  -  14 

LQANS  ^  . 

Federal  Guaranteed  Student  Loan  ^rt^ranK  ...  -       .  -15 

^tale  Loan  Prog^  v.....lS^ 

Regular b^^oan  .  ,  .......^  -  

National  Defense  iDirccti  Student  Lwn  Prcjgrara   .  -  .48 

Health  ProfeteMW  ^udent  Loan  Program   .19 

Cursing StuCfentLo^  Program  20 

OTHER  ' ^      :  V 

Law  Enforcement  Educational  Frc^ram   .'...2lr 

Veterans  Administration  War  Orphans  or  Survivors  Benefits 

Programs  ^.  -.<*'■ 

Veterans  Administration  direct  benefits  CGI  Bill 

"  cornpensaiioo  or  pension)  y,..,,-.-.y:-.23 

Vocational  Rehabilitation  Program  "benefits    .....  T .  . 
Social  Securi'ty^nefits  {fbr  students  aged  18-22  who  are 

'  children  of  retired,  disabled*  or  decked  parent^  ....-25 


(Se&  xianual  for 
codihg  rulesri-y 
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Section  E — Information  AI?oiit  The  Past 


77»  your  (a)  pOTnfa.  or  owdlant  or  hav»  yowr  (b)  frl«>ds  yow  own  39*  tithtr  aocoura^td  «r  discouragtd^ 

.yotf  In  Miig'iht  foiiowing  tmngt  sStet  you  itft  hish  school? 


U)  PARENTS  OR  GUAROIAHS 


I  .......2..  Z.. 

^      .  FFIIQ77AB 

I.-...;  2.....  3.. 

rFDQ77AC 

 2  3.. 

7FnQ77AD  ^ 

_t...-  2  :  3.. 

1  2  3.. 

FF0Q77AP 

1..;..  2-. ..3.. 


iSthtr" 


^1 

.4..!. 


.1. 


G^ttingajoborgotngtowork 


Going  to  scbod  for  vocatioaal 
or  tedgtical  training 


Going  to  fdran 


Getting  married 


Entering  the  Arraai^^OTCS 


Travding  or  taking  a  break 


(h)  FRlgjiDS  YOQR  OWN  AGE 


cwirigtd       C0^la9«d     ^    Both  ^ 

....:-:.2  .3.-., 

IF0Q77BB-,  ^ 

 2..^..*.,.U^3...- 

IFDQ77BC  - 

 r.....-..^.3..-. 

^      ?F0Q7^  y::^- 

.,.^....2  ^.3:..- 

^  FFDQ77BE 
^, ,  1  .^,*,.^**^^,2y^»^^»*--^-*3*»»«»»»»»»»«4 
?FBQ773F  * 
.^...^..2....^../...^  


I, 


71.    What  is  tbo  hightst  «^ucaHocial  l*Ytl  compUttd^  your  methtr  aod  l<H»r?    .you  ar»  aot  sttn/pkmm 
.your  btst^=gg«n«  •  ^ 


(Grd#  om  numbtr  on  sach  {fuel 


Ac»dimic  program^ 


Old  nee  tnsHuo    13vo  years     tvo-yMr    tffr**y««r-^  69$zmor     M.tX«  «r 

Hnhh  FiaUM      two  yvars      ^morf       tfcgrtt}       d«fnM}      •qoWattnt  •^orr^ttor 

,           Fatb»f'or  . 

?FUQ78Anjale  guardian.....  1......... ..2..,. .3....^.  4  .5  ../.-.6  ..7..........  J..  

/'^fottwr  or  ' 
FFDQ78B  female guanfian...   ..  .3-. .4  ...,5.-,..  6..  ^.......7/.,,.  ^-.  --:.9  \ 


79,    P\%M%9  dMcrrbt  below  th*  |6b  nr>ost  recently  held 'by  yobr  father  (or  r»a!e  9uardianh  erven  if  he  is  Vetired« 
deceased,,  or  dfsabSed*  '     ♦  .    ^  '  '        -    .  ^  .  ^ 


/ 


FF0Q79 


a.  For  whom  does  tor  did)  be  wock?  tName  pf  cocnpsany,  bustness,  drgaxozaOon,'<7r  other  eroptoyer^ 

(Write  in^^   t  /   ^         -    ^      '       \^  '^^ r   

b.  What  kind  of  business  or  industry  is  lor  was)  Ubs?  (For  example, -retail  stor^  aiaQu£a<^urer.  state  or  dly 
govcnynent^  fanning  ete.)  *  .  -     ,   *  ^  '  jC^ 

rWrite'in>t  <   ^  ^_  2  i_ 

,cWb^  ktodtof  fob  or  occu|>atioo  does  lor  didi  be  bave  m  jius  business  or  uKfustry?  iFor  example,  salesman, 
forttnaa^'poBoroan,  dvil  engmeer,  famwr.  tcacbcf     v  ^  .    '  . 

(Write  tn)^  ^    ^   •  .   [  ^ 


dWhat  are  tor  were)  bis  most  frequmt  activities  or  duties  qn  this  }6Cf?  (For  e3^ple»  sdling  cars,  keejxi^ 
accounts,  si^>ervising  otbeis;  operating  maduneiy.'Gmshyig  icodbrete,  teadung  grade  scbooll 

fWrite  inl-     "'^   '  *  '  ^  ' 


A-22  _ 


*i*  ,        >  ^  (Grcfo  eat  numbtr  OR  Mdi  Sift.) 


J   •     rFOQSOB        WhmyottWOTmdementaiy  school  1  2 

PHIQSOC        Before  you  wecCta-d«ncmarysSiooI  ,.1,.,...,  2 


V 


.3. 

.3. 
.3. 


..4, 
.A 


EFDQ81    n,    DM      forinally  ^sply  for  *dnd»»te  JfiU  «t  *  farm  art       »  to}  t»  aay 

Ifo  I — fSKlP  to  q.  85)  page- 

Yes  :t:  /v  ■ 

tU.  Whto  yow  first  *pp<>td,  wh*t  ww  th*  |>*m«  jod  addrra  of  tfi*^ FIRST  school  or  colk^t  of  your  dwJct? 


"Name- 


Acktress- 


(oaitted) 


(City) 


FFUQ82B  tZb.  Wm  yoo  KC«pM  for  admmioct  «f |hts  sch^ 


caret*  oc$ift.i 


Yes*  and^tcnded  •  ^-I 

Yes,  bt«  tto  sdxDol <M  not  have  ctwu^ room  .-.-...v"*-------^ 

Yc5,  but  (fid  not  attend  for  other  Tcasocs  ,...,,...3- 

No;  was  not  accepted  ,  ........4 


1 
I 

~  f 

-A 


FFUQ82C  I2c  Old  yMi  apply  for  fkiMcUl  aid  «t  thb  school? 


{Cird*  eot^ 


No. 

Yes.  bd  was  o^ered  do  financial 
Yes,  and  was  offered  financial  aid 


■  ■        V  ••••']_ 

ndalaid   ^i-   — *--2J  , 


ISKIF  to  82ai^ 


^    ttL  Wiat  wi^ltHapproximtfo  vahm  of  tb»  finaocial  «d  >fa<»  yoo  wtt»  offtrodjor  fh»  fSr^t  aodtmtc 
yoar?  (If        inNr^'noot")  / 

Scholanhtp:  I  ??nQ82DA        Loan-^  ^ZEnQSZIlB—    i^™^  ^FFU082DC 


Attb«tti2i^  what  was  tfcftfumeaod  addros  of  your  S&0)ND  CHOICE  ' 

;2FUQ83AA  I  appiied  to  only  ooc  school  1^ — ISKJP  (o  q.S5j  Next  page - 

'  Waiae-   '  ■  Ccmltt&d>  " 


caty) 


^^aie) 


FFIHjaSB  «Sb.  Were  yoe  accepted  for  admbrfoo  at  ttoscfaooT?         .      7  ' 

-  '  *  w  (Ci£sftoaa«} 

Yes.  and  attended  ...,..,.....^...1 

'  ^  '  ^  Yes,  bts  thb  school,<fid  not  have  enough  nxxn  .,.I........l.....2  '  ^ 

YesJ but  did  not  ^3tendfof  other  rcasois  ^. 

'       '     '  No.  was  not  a&epted  -  4 


a 


■•■  ■  -  546 


'^^^{SKIP  to  q.  84aj- 


;   -  

^^batyajogefednofmandal  aidU  c*.-- 

^  Yes»  and  wasflgefgd fmandal  aid  *  ^.3  '  '  . 

.                     Sdriar^:^  7FD033P&       Loan:  I  g?TO83DB        Frocmsediob:$  TFOOaSDC 
^   ^  '  '  '  7T 

^    5FIJQ84M  lapp&dtooolytwosdxwb   laOP to  q.  85)- 

ygge:  ;  J        (ogttt^>  ^   ^  ^ 

^Addreg:   (oaitfed)  .   

{^)        I        T       ^    !!  estate)  ^  ^ 


^^XI8$3  Mb.^  Wf  yotf  #copl»d  for  admmiow  a»  tto  yht  ol? 

Yes, aod attended   .---1 

« 

Yes,  bat  t&$5cfacbl(5dtt)t  have  eaoi^  room  ^ 

%  .Ycj,  but  (Moot  attaid  for  other  reaaocs  3 

tuTJo,  was  not  accepted  .   —  4 

«  .{Ordtone*)' 

^  ^W5KIP/a^S5> 

Yes.  but  was  off ered  DO  financial  akl —  ,..v'..JtJ 

Yes.  and  was oOered financial  aid   ...-.^ 

Ud,  Wh«t  wtrt  fhe  approximat  vftkm  of  tbt  Bnaodal  aid  thct  y«tf  wer*  offtr^d  for  the  frnA  »caderalc 
yMrTCffneoc^Mtttr^mM")  *'  ^ 

*  Sdxtostep:^  F7IH384DA       Loan:!  F?DQ84DB    *^Procmsed  k)b:  1 7F0Q84DC 


/'  IS.    K«wl»^M «m yogri^9^s^oot^t^^^ 


4Ctrcto  cot  owmbf  on  ♦•differ.) 

*    SgRVICB  CONSULTED  AHD^ 
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Stnrkts 

^  HOT  «J 

?FOQ85A        T^mmg  bow  my  imere^  ^  abilities  fit 

with  diHcreot  jobs  or  occi^atkRs   I  .-2*..*^  .3  ,..,.4  .......5  ♦  ^ 

PF0Q85B        FlpdTPg  out*^rt«e  to  train  for  the  job  or_      •  ^ 

*  occtipatioo  I  wanted  ....r...  I  ?r...2..  ^..•..y.--3-  »...-4..  --^S 

FF0Q85C    '     Placing  cac  in  a  job  or  hdptng  me  Ito  find 

^       '  efl^lpyn^ent  ......->   ....>l  t  .......3  4. -.-5 

EnJQ850^       FfoifiiS  out  the sdxwb  or  a)Uege5  I  qualified       *  • 

*  for  which  3at»i  my  abtlities  and  interests   .1  .,.,,..Z,,.i  .^.3..,.,..,  ...4. 

FF^85S        Flntfii^  out  ^XR^  costs  at  <fiff a»U  sdjoob  or                         .       -        \  '/ 
coi^^  and  how  to  obtain  £^ncial  aid  2  ,...3  -4^.  5  -/ 

rFDQBSF    ^  Obtaimng  financial  aid  to  ^  to  school  or  '*  .         /  . 

coO^   ,   .   ,.,t. ,-..2  3.. '...4,. «  . 

?FIIQ85G Recommeocling  fidds  of  work  likely  to  have             '  ^       •/     ^  / 
•  •  exta^^drnggr^aloym^ opportunities  1  ,  2*-, -3. 4-. 
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Studenf^^hool  Record 
Information  ^ 

.  (selected  psErts) 


School  Name 


Student's 
Name 


School  Code 


Student  Number 


(<^tted) 


1  III 

1 1 1 

I 

LAST  A 

(lotted) 

1 

V- 


NATIONAL  LONGITUDINAL  STUDY  OF  THE  HIGH  SCHOOL1:LASS  PF  1972 

.       '   -      »,         ■  '      '  UHfTEO  STATES  o"£OUC*T10H 


r  - 


V  .//> 


A-25 


1 


■■■  J. 


Most  of  this  information  should  be  obtainable  irom  the  school's  »cords. 
^ "  However,  information  not  available  from  the  records  may  be  obtained  by  in- 
terviewpg  the  student,  using  a  blank  copy  of  this  form  as  an  interview  guide.  ^ 


/ 

Studenfs' 
Addr^& 


1 

• 

1 

1 

\ 

.  I-  1  1  1 

NUX43£H 

STH££T 

1 

1  • 

•1. 1  I.I 

Coaitted)' 


-  CITY 


STATE  , 


Zip' 


Social  Security  Number 
Ran)(  in  Senior  C^ass  - 


Iota]  Numtfef  in  Senior  Class 


(OBdtt^) 

(ooitted) 
(omitted) 


%  What  is  this  student's  overall  academic  average?  (Use  whichever  grading  system  is  tised  by  you r  schooL) 
/  ,  *  /V^rC--  Sd»ol*sgf*dg scale ' 


Grad^g  sysUm 

Average  letter  gprade   .  

Fercsitage  grade  average-    .  - 
Grade^i^omt  (nmncrical  graderavcrage 
Other-  .....  ^ 


Studeafs  Lowest 
average       pcssJbfe  |>oswbie 


SRFQl     SRIFIWGR,  SRIFHGGR 


,  2I  If  the  student  has  tek^n  either  of  the  following  college' admissions  tests,  indicate  trie  year  th.e  test  was 
taken  and  the  scores  received  (record  only  the  most  recent  set  of  scores  for  each  test). 


5EFQ2A   SAT-Y£AETAKEitf  19  }      I  { 

TJ2 
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I 
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ACT  scdres^  ^ 

SR^2E  Eo^sb  Exprc»on    ,.      \     1  • 

SRFQZF  Social Stadics Beading       }  j 

SRFQ2G  S«»ccRcsding-'.            I     I  I 

SRFQ2H  JrfatfacmatScs...-. 

SEFQ2I  To^alSowe., . ..... 


SEPQ3 
1' 
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*  (ClrdeoAe.) 

 v-.l 

 2 


No. 
Yet 


-  '  "  '  *   References  , 

Atelsek,  Frank  J.  and  Irene^L.  Gocnberg.    'Student  Assistances  P^rticl-. 

pants ^and  Programs^  "Higher  Education  Panel  Tteports^  Ho/  \ 

Washington^  D.C.t   American  Council  on- Education^  December  ^375*  | 

.  ^  '  ^  ^    '  .  - 

American  Council  on  Education.    'TTie  Axnefican  Freshman:    National  Moras 

for  Fail  1972/*  ACE  Research  Reports  /  Vot^  7,  Ho^  5   Washington,  OX.t 
Author,  December  4972,  -         ''^        -  . 


2  t .    tiistitationaj' Characteristics  File.  < 

jfUngt^,.  1)TqTl    Author^  Hay  197^'*  ~ 


Office  of  Research'. 


Wash 

Barnes/ Gary,  Edward  V.  Ericksqn^%/atts  Hill,  Jr^,  and  Herbert      Winokur,  Jr* 
t     ^TTbe  College  Going  and, Co Uege  Choice  Decisionsi   Summary  of  Findings, 
and  Conclusibns  ft:6m  the  ftortb  Carolina  Data,"  mimeographedl    Faper  pre- 
pared for  the  Ass is tanr  Secretary  for  Planning  and  Evaluation,  Department 
of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare,  Washington,  d»C,,  June  1972*  »  t  * 

Beck,  Herman  £.  and  Donald  R.  Ryan^  J'How^an, Institutional  Aid  Office  R^l^y 
Works,'*  i^  Perspectives  on  Financial  Aid,    Hew  York:   toHege  Entrance*  ^ 
Examination  Board,  197?^ 


Becker,  Gary.  ,  Human  Capital,.    Second 'Edition*^.  Hew  York:^   Ha^ibnal  Bureau 


of  Econdftiic  Research,  1975- 


Bishop,  John.    'Tlie  Private  Pemand  "for  Places  In^-Higher  Educatidn,*Maimeo- 
•  graphed._^Oepantmpnir<if  Econocnfcs,  Hew  York  University,  1972. 

Blaug,  Hark/  'An  introduction  to  the  Sconomics  of  Edtacation,  Baltimore: 
Jhe  B^quiiV  Press,  1972. 

Carlson,  Baryl  E.    "Student^Price  Response  Coefficients  for  Grantis,  Loans,- 
*Wprk-Study  Aid,  and  Tuition  Changes:    An  Analysis  of  Student  Surveys," 
mimeographed.    Paper  prepared' for  the^Assistant  Secretary  for  Planhi-ng 
and  Evaluation,  Department  of.Health^  Education  and  Welfare,  Washington, 
D.C,  Hoven&er  197A.      '        -      ,     *  .  C 

A  Flow  pf  Funds^Bodel/  for  Assessing  -the  Inyact  of 


Alternate  Student  Aid  Programs^.    Henlo  Park:    Stanford  Research 
Institute,  Hoven^er  1975^'  '  ^ 

Camdgje  Cofnmissidn-on  financing  Higher  .Education*    A  Class  if  icatibn  of 
-tnstitutions  of  Higher  Education/    Berkeley:    Author,  1973/ 

Cheit,  EarT  F.    The  Hew  Depression  in  Higher  Education:    A  Study  of  Flnanciat 
Conditions  at  ^1  Colleges  ajid  Oniversitiei.    Hew:  York:  HcGraw-HilT 
Book  Company^  1.97  J  ^  ^ 


Ch/lsttfffel,  PameJa  and  Lois  Rice.    "Policy  Issues  and  Data  Needs  In  Post-  ^ 
^      sfeaandary  Education,"   NCES  Sponsored'  Reports  Series.    Washington,'' D.C.s 
^  ^  U.'j,  Goveminent  Printing  Office,  1975.    *     '  *  - 

College  Entrance  Exanii nation  Board*    New  Apprdaches  to  Student  Financial , Aid: 
Report  of  the  Panel  on  Student  Financial  Need  Analysis*    New  York: 
Author,  .1971-  \  * 

.  ^Studeht  Resource  JSurvey,  data  fije.    Hew  York:    Author,' - 


1971-733. 

Toward  Equal  Opportunity  for  Higher  Education,    New  Yorkr 


Author,  1973b. 

^  *  ' —     .  /  #.  .  ,  * 

College  Entrance  Exainlnation  Board;  Washington  Office*    *Tltle  JV  of  the 
Higher  Education  Act:    A  Technical  Analysis  of  Six  Student  Financial 
*    Aid  Programs,"  mriaeograph^/  Washington,  O.C:  -  Author,  August\l97^^  , 

Col leg^  Scholarship  Service/  Manual  for  Financial  Aid  Off  icers^  1971  RevUlon* 
^    New  YcDrk:    Col  leg^^Entrarice  Examination  Board,  1971  •        /  * 

-^reager^  John  A.  and  Charles  H.  SelK    ^The  Institutional  -Docnain  of  Higher  6 
Education: "  A  Characterlstjcs  File  Tor  Research,"   ACE  Research  Reports > 
^  yo?>>s^t>  Ho.  6^   JtovCTh^r  1969*  . 

Creech,  -F.  Re  id.    A  Vocational  Re-evaluation  of  the  Base  Yjgar.Survey^f  the^ 
High  Scifpol  CJ^ss  of  1972;    Part  t*  Princeton:    Educational  Testing 
'Service,^  October  197^.         [      x7  ^  *       /■  ^ 

Ooermann,  Hun5>hrey.  ,  '*The  Future  Market  For  College  Education,"  in  A  Role 
for  Marketing  in^ollege  Admissions.    Hew*York^   College  Entrance > 
Eifeaniination  Board,  i97o.     '  • 

Ducsenberry,  Jaroes  S'.    Incoroe,  Saving^  and  the  Theory  of  ^Cbnsi^r  Behavior, 

Cainb r I dge :    Ha rva rd  yniversTty  ^re^s,^  19^9*  ^  ^ 

^  1  *  ^ 

Educational  Policy  Research  Cei^ter.^  Student  Aid;    Descriptions  and  Options. 
Henio  Park:    Stanford  Research  institute,  October  1975.  ' 

Fetters,  Williaxn'B'-  National  Longitudinal  Study;  A  Capsule  Description 
of  High  School  Seniors,  Base-^r  Survey.  Washington,  O^C:  U.  S, 
Government  Printing  Office,  197^*  '  -  ' 

 ^    ^  .^^tional  Longitudinal  Study:    Student  Questionnaire  and 

Test  Results  by  Academic  Apltude,  Socioeconomic  Status,  and  Region, 
>    NCES  Tabular  Repdr^;  Series.    Washington,  O.C.:    UL,  S.  Government 
.         Printing  Office,  1976*      .   -  , 

Freeman,  Richard  *B;    Bl^ck  Elite.    Hew  York:    HcGr^-Hill,  Book  Company,     '  . 
'       1976.         '  • 


^..^       '/TrUdman,  Jiathal ite,  wfth  James  niompsoa.    The  Bederal  Educatiooal  (fpgertunlty 

firant  Program:    A  Status  Reports  FlscalY^^STO.    New  York:    Bureau. "  . 
of  AppUed  Social  Research,  Coljumbi a  Unfvep^gjr,  1971  •  .       ; r 

Friedman,  Nathalie,  tois  W.  SandersT^^^  Jan*es  Vhonpson*    TheTederal  Cgilege  ^ 
\    Wbrk-^Study  Program^    New  York:    Bureau^  of  Appl  led  Social  Research^ .  J 
CpliJinbjd  University,  1973. 


Froomkin,  Moseph.   A  Stu^y  toldentffy  the  Trends  In  the  Sources ^of  Student 
Support  for  Postsecondary  Educathon,    ACT  Special  .^Report  Sixteen*;  _ 
Iowa  City:    /toerlcan  College  Testing  Program,  -1975a*  \       ^  • 


'  '  .    Study  of, Supply  Resf»onse  to  Oversupply  of  College  Places. 
Washington,  0.€*:  ^  Joseph  Froofrfcm,  Inc*,  February  1975b* 

 .    Recent  Develoiroehts  In  Postsecondary  Edueatlon*  /  Washington,.^ 

^"^dTcTI    Joseph -Fropmk I n^  Inc*^  January  1976*     '  -        ~\  \ 

Gladteux,  Lawrence  E.  *  Distribution  of  Federal  Stude&t  Assistance  Funds 
_  Aflpng^  Oifferlngl^iPypes^f^lns'tltutions;  The  Enigma  of  the  Two-Year 
'^'Colleges^  "New  jforl^;'  College  Entrance  Examination  Board,  June  1975*  ' 


Go1dberger,*A.  S.*  Econometric  Theory.    New  YorJ::  .  John  Viley  and  Sons,  Inc., 

lioagland,  S/W!li%|^|[^  The  Food  Stamp^ Program;    Income  or  Food  S.upplementattortT 
Washington,  SHp^^ngressfonal  Budget  Office,  February  1977 • 

Jackson,  Gregory        Finaneial  Aid  to  Students  and  the  Demand  for  Postsecondary 
Education^    Unpublished  Ph*D.  Thesis.    Cantfjridge:    Harvard  University, 
1977-  '        '  '    ^  . 

^•Jackson,' Rex*   personal  Correspondence  to  A*  Wagner,  August  1976. 

Jones*,  LarVy.    A  Study' of  the  Relationship  "Between  Abifity-To-'Pay,  College 
Attendance,  and  Educartional  Costs  Accepted  by  the  Student  and  the 
Fami ly.    Unpublished  Ph.D.  Thesis.    Iowa  City:    University  of  Iowa,  1975» 

Kohn,  Hefr  G.^  Charles  F.  Hanski ,  and  Oavid  S,  Hundell  "A  Study  of  College 
Choice  ~  Report  on  Research  in  Progress,"  raimeographed-  Cambridge:  . 
John  F.  Kennedy  School,  Harvard  University*  Oeceaiber  1571* 


/'^'"V  "An  Empirical  Investigation  of-Factors  Which  Influence 

^    ^  College  Behavior,"  mimeographed,  flay  197^» 

.  Leibowltz,  Arleen.    "Education  and .the^ Allocation  of  Women's  Time,"  Js^  '^ 
0   ,    ,  Education,  Income  and  Htiman  Behavior.    New  YorK:  ,HcGrawTnni  Book 

—     '  .  Company,  1975-  ^     T  ^  i 

*  •  •    •  *      "     *  ;  .  f 

^  ~        •      Ltirle,  Irene^^ed.    Integrating  Incon^Halntenance  Programs^^         York:  ^ 
"  AcadeialcTPress.  1975V  ^  ~     ^       'm  • 

^.         ,    '  .    •■  .  •     •.  ■   552  ;  ■         '■ ■  '  •,  = 


Iv 


JicMahpn,  Walter  W.  •  Investment  fn  Higher  Education*    Lexington:    Le^cingtoa    ^  ^  , 

jBooks,  197Aa*  .  "     *  •    /'    ,  ? 

■  '  ^  ^  .         ,  \  *       *  - 
 V  ^.  .  "Private  Returns  to  Graduate  Education,"  inlmeogi-aphed^    _  , 

/  Paper  presented  to  the  National  Board  of  Graduate  Education,  197^b.    "  ^  * 

HcMahon,  Walter  W.,  Nguyen  .rfoang,  -and  Alan^Wagner*  ■  "Returns  to  Investment  ^. 
in  Higher  Education^"  Faculty  forking  Papers.,^  Ho.  Urbanat  College 

of*  Commerce.' and  Business  Administration,  Unlvefslty  of  l;Jl  fnois- at  * 
f  '  UrfiTana^Champai^,  F^ruSry  1976.  *       ,        x  -        '  / 

HcMahon,  Walter  W.  and  Alan  Wagner*    "Why  Ob  Olsad^ntagtcJ  Families  Ohder-^  • 
.  -invest  in  Higher  Education?"   mimeographed.    Urbana:    (Jnlverslty  pf 
^    .        Illinois,  1^72-  -       -  >^  ; 

Herrett^^  Stephen^    "Student  Finance  in  Higher  Education >"  'JEconomtc  ll^umal ^ 
^       67  Qune  1967),  288-3P2.  "     -  .  -  . 

Michael,  Robert  T.    The  Effect  of  Education  on  Effic[tency  In  Consumption,  ' 
Occasional  Paper  116.    New  York:  ^National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research?, 
197?  V  ■  ^   •  V 

«igu«r  J^ean-Lu  and  Gerald  3elanger/   *.*Toward  A^ General  /Theory  of  Ha/iagerial" 
Discretion,"    Public  Choice,  1-7  (Spring  197^),  27-^3^.     ^- .  -  - 

Miller,  Leonard  S.    "Demand  for  Higher  .Education  In , the TJnlte9  States," 
Stony  Brook  Working  Papefr,  Ho*  3^-    Economic  Research  Bureau,  State  . 
University  of  New  York,  Hay  1971.  *  -         •    '  ' 

.   .     .    "College  Admis^sions  and  F/nancial  Aid  Policies  as.  Revealed 

by  Institutional  Practice?,"  mimeographed.    A  Progress  Report  prepared 

Tor^TIHS  XXn  international  Meetings.    Berkeley:    UniversUy  of  California, 

^       February  1975  /  '  y 

*    '  •  ft 

.  Mundef,  David  S. .  "Recent  Developments  in  the  Understanding  oi  the  Deter- 
minants of  Denmnd  for  Postsecondary  Education,"  mimeographed.  Paper 
presented  to  Southern  Ecpnomic  Associatloht  November  l57^- 

National  Center  for  Education  Statistics. ^  Fall  Enrollment  In  Higher  Sducatign 
1972.    Washrngton,  D.C.:    U.  %^  Government  Fringing  Of f Ice;  197^a. 

 ^    ,  Higher  Education  DI>rectory>^    Washington,  D.C.:    JJ.  S, 

Government  'printing  Off ice,  197^b^       \  ' 


•Character 


Higher  Education  General  Informat^oQ  Survey:  ^Financial 
istics.-    Washington,  O.C^:    U.  S.  Government  Printing  Office, 


T975c7 

.  National  longitudinal  Study  of  the  High  School  Class  of 


1972,  Base-Year  and  First  Follow-Up  Data  Files.  Washington,  Q.C: 
Author,, ,1975. 


*^  5  5  3 


*NatJon9l  Cogipis^fori  on  Financing  Postsecondary^  Educa^tlon*    Ftnanfclng  Post-^,. 
,,>Vecondary  Educaj:tdn  in  the  Unlt;6d  State?/   Washington,  D.C,:^   U.  " 
Government  Pr?-htin^\Offrce^  December  iSlS^  *       "  ; 


National  Task  Force  on  Student  Aid  Problems  (The  Keppel  Task  Force),  Final; 
Report,  '"grookdaie,  CaTtfornia'::    Author,  JyneT5{75.  /  - 

Ji^house,  John. P.    "Toward  A  Theory  of  Non-Profit  Institutions:  An/Bconomic 
.    Hodel^of  A.  ffospffal      Amerlcao  Economic  Review,  60  (Harch  1970)'»  6k^7^'^ 


NIskanen,  Will  lain  A.    Bureaucracy  and  Representative  Government. •  Chicago:  ^ 
•     Aldlne,  ^1971.        •    .  "    -  'N'  -  ^  ■ 

Prais,.S.^J.,an'd  H.  S.  Houthakker.    Thd  Analysis  ofVaroily  Budgets.-  Ca^rldg»t: 
Cambridge  University  Pr*s,«  1955-  '       .  '   - 

Psacharopoulos,  George.    Returns  to  Education.    San  Francisco:  y3ossey-Bass, 

;  1973.  - 

Radner,  Roy  and  Leonard  S.  Miller.    Demand  and  Supply  In  U.  S.  Higher^Educgtion, 
New  York:    HcGraw-ttUl  Book  Company,  1975.  '  ■    '  -  ' 

Research  Triangle  Institute-    Base  Yean  aad  First ^Fol lowrUp  Pata  File  Users 
Manual, <  Research  Triangle  P^rk:    Author^  April. 1975.  ^  ^ 


Rice,  Lois  0,  ed.    Student  Loan^:  '-Problems  and  Policy  Alternatives,     ,  - 
\.  New;tork:    College  Entrance  Examination  Board,  1977*^  ^  ^ 

Rice,  Lois  0.,  Alan  P.  Wagnec>  Paroeji;H,  Christoffel/,  and  l^aupnce.J.  tenlson* 
"Lessons  From  Experience,  Plans  for  j:he  Future:    Suggestions  for  the.  " 
Second  HLS^  Cohort,"  mimeographed.    PajJer  prepared  for  the^ational  Center 
for  £ducation  Swatistics,  Department  of  Hqglth,  Educ^ttoit,  and  Weffare,  _ 
Washingtonv'D.C:  **College  Entrance  Examici^tipn  Board,  November  1976.  / 
,  * 
.  Rivli;i,*A14ce  H,    "Equality  of  Oppo/tuni  ty  and  Public  Policy,"  in  FlnanciTig  x 
Equal  Opportunity  in  Higher* Education,    New  York:    College  Entrance       .  ^ 
Examination  Board,  1970.  ^*  -  '  ^ 

Selby,  David.    'Mtem  Non-StesponseMn  the  Ffrst  Fol low-Up  Survey  of  the,  ^ 
National'  Longitudinal  Study  of  the. High^  School  Class  of  I%72,"  mimeo-( 
gi^aphed.    Prepared  for  the  Assistant  Secretary' Tor  Pol  it^'-Oevelopmertt, 
Department  of  Heal  tfi,"  Education  and  Wei-fare ;  Vashingtoaj^^C^ 
Joseph  Froomkin^  Inc*, 

; '  4  ■  ■  ■  .  '  ' 

Sldar,  AlexanSer.    "From  the  Executlve-'OIrector^"  Finaaclal  Aid  Jiews,  . 
5  (June  197$),  6.  '      '  ~- 


97 


spies,  Itfchard  R.  ^The  Fut^cfe  of  ?t\^^t^  Col1es[es,**i   Research  Report  Series, 
:  '     No*  !?•    Princeton:    IndustJ^f^l  Relations  Secti6n,,Qepartmeji.t  of  ^ 
Economics^  Princeton  University i -1973.   •  •       -  '      -  \  * 

Tenlsoli.,  Laurence  J.    "Descrilptlon  anjl  Specif icatjdris. for  the. UnKefil  NL^^ 
'  -  Institutional  Ogj^a-  Base,*?.ffilinepgr?phecl.    Vashfngt^o,  %G. : .  Col  lege  ^  . ' 
,    Entrance  fo^nrltration  Board,  March  1976.  \         ,  \  >: ,  '        .  ^ 

'  '      '  '     •  ^     .       «^  '     J     ,       \  :f  ^  • 

Boretau  of  tabor"  Statistics.    SpgpUl  tabor  Force^&eportsJ   No^  T68*  * 
**EmploytnenCof- ^Igh  Schools  OradOates  and  DropputSJ  ^Octobeit^  1973*?  / 
rvJashirigton,  b*C.:    U.  $•  Government 'Printing  0ffl<re,  ^^epteniber/l97^.I>'^f  * 

il.  S. 'Bureau  of  the  Census/'  Current  PopQlatl  on  Reports^    Serie^  P-20,.*  ^  ^  * 

No.  286,    Social  and  Economr<f  Chafacteristics^of  Studenisj  \Oi:tobeVi.  ^ 

1975.    Washington,  p.C.:^*           Governjn|n*  Prirjting^^OfHce,  1975  ' 

(and  earlier  numbers).            -  '  . .  ^         ,            ^      •      f  -  /    ,  > 

U.  S.  Department' of  Commerce »  Bureau  of  Exronotiric  Analysis.  Survey  of,  }^ 
Cur*rent  Business,  5^-  Washington,  tt.C-.^  ^U.  Government  Printlns 
Office,  June  197^.  ^   ^  /         \  ,  J 

U.  S-.  Office  of  Education.    Institutional  AppUcatloh  to  Participate  Infi 

Federal  Student  Aid  Programs,  Fiscal  Year  157^  (The  ^Tr impart ite**  \  ^* 
File),  data  file  dn  magnet4t  tape,  1972^^  t^'^*  '  ^  *        '  'i 

\ferry*,  Donald  Vf.  and  Bleddyn  OavTes.'  University  Costs  and  Ouitputs.  •  ^^^^^ 
'  '   .Amsterdam:    Elsevier  Scientific  Publ ishing  Company ,  1976-    ~  /  ' 

Wagner,  Alan*P.    The  Impact  of  Grant  Aid  on  tiigher  Education  Expenditure^ 

by  Low  Income  Families.    Unpublished  Ph.D.  Thesis..  Urbanai  Uh^vejcstty^ 
^  of  "I  II  inois  at  Urfaana/Champalgn,  197?.^  •         — -i^ 

Wagner,  Alan  P.  and  Laurence  J..tenison.\  "Data  Check  Summary  Report  for^ 
'the  St.udy  of  Student  TTnanci^  Aid,^*  mimeographed.    Washingtbn,  .D.C*5 
'College  Entrance.  Examination  Board,  T976a,  ^ —  -t'' 

!  ,"The  Di/stribution  of  Federal  ^tuclent 'Aid  to  1972-73^  ^ 
'  Full-Time  Freshmen,"  mimeographed  J    Paper  prepared  for  the  National 
,^enter  fof  Education  Statistics,  Department  of  Health,  Educa,ti oh  and 
"Welfare.  '.Washington,  0..C.:    College  Entrance  Examin9tion  Board,'  1976b. 

Westats  Inc.    "Sample  Design  for^^he  Seltction  of  a  Sample  of  School^  wi^. 
,   Twelfth  Graderi  for  a  Longitudinal-Study,*"  mimeogMfthed.  RocWille, 
.Har^and:    Author,  June -1 972 i  \     /^^^  '      .    '  '     '    "  ' 

Williamson,  Oliver.    "Managerial  Discretion  and  Busiiiess  Behavior Anericafi\ 

'  Economic  Review    (December  1963i;  32-57.  .    >    "  "  .-^ 

'4   '  "  -  -  _    '  ' 

WoQg, 'Samuel^^^"The  Chartging  Universe  of  Black  C9I leges, '^mimeographed* 

Washington,  D.C./  Institute  for  the  Study\of  EdiiOLtional  Pol  fey,    '  j> 
Howard  University,  KSyl976^  '  *  /:  ' 


